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TO HER MAJESTY 


ROYAL WARRANT THE QUEEN. 

finest tribute ever accorded to sterling merit is contained in Tur Laxcer, of 
August 8, 1891, 307-8, which embodies the “ Report of Tax Lancer Special Commis- 
gion on Natural | ee Waters,” “ Johannis”—the subject of the Report—being selected from 
amongst the Natural Mineral Waters of the world as worthy of this “ 


PROMOTES APPETITE. ASSISTS DIGESTION. PROLONGS LIFE 


“ JOHANNIS.” 


THE KING OF NATURAL TABLE WATERS. 
CHARGED ENTIRELY WITH ITS OWN NATURAL GAS, 
To be obtained from all Chemists, Wine v7 and Stores at the following 


prices per Dozen deliv 
Bottles. }-Bottles. }-Bottles. Bottles. 4-Bottles. }-Bottles. 
6/- 4/6 3/6 |Country 6/6 B/- 3/9 
Anp or atu W. & A. Gitpey’s Acents THROUGHOUT THE KinGpom. 
London Offices: 
25, REGENT STREET, 8.W. 
LONDON - MIDLAND GRAND HOTEL. 
(Sr. Pancras, N.W.) (This Hotel is within Shilling cab fare 
of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, 
Temple Bar, and Law Courts, &c. 
Omnibuses to all parts every 


SUPPLIED UNDER 








London 


Springs: 


MIDLAND) 
RAILWAY 


minute. ) 
HOTELS. | LIVERPOOL - ADELPHI HOTEL. 
| (The Hotel de Luxe of the North.) 
| BRADFORD - MIDLAND HOTEL. 
Comrorr. (Excellent Restaurant.) 
Cursing. LEEDS - - QUEEN’S HOTEL. 
Very Mopverare Cuances.| DERBY - - 


Specialities: 


MIDLAND HOTEL. 
W. TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS ISSUING EXECUTIONS 
TO SHERIFF, 


OUNTY of LONDON.—Delay and Inconvenience are frequently 

occasioned by reason of the difficulty which is experienced by Solicitors in deter- 

pate whether Dee gy Localities are within this County. To obviate this difficulty 

" a ell, & Co. have had a Map of the County printed, showing a list of the 

es an principal _—— therein, which will be found of great service to Solicitors, 

whom copies can be had gratis on application to Messrs. Wricut, Ovet, & Co., 52, 
“lane, W.C. (Copyright -) f 

“Avery convenient map . . . the object of the map is mainly to shew boundaries 

for the of executions, but now that the County of London is generally used for 

ions in assurances of property, the map will ‘be found additionally useful. It 


' ought to find a place on the walls of most solicitors’ offices.””—Solicitors’ Journal. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 
ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,831,000. INCOME, £318,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY. 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.C., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 

Everyone will regret to hear that Mr. Cuartes Burney, the 
universally esteemed chief clerk, has been confined to his house 
during the last three weeks by severe illness. We are glad to 
learn that the latest accounts indicate a slight improvement. 


Dvurine Tas week the Lord Chancellor has been again assist- 
ing in the Court of Appeal, sitting with Lord Justice Liypiey 
and Lord Justice Davry in Court No. 2, and hearing Chancery 
final appeals. Before the courts rise for the vacation the list 
of Chancery appeals will be exhausted. 


Tue cHAMBERS of Mr. Justice Srretine will, during the vaca- 
tion, be open for the disposal of chancery business on Tuesday, 
Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in each week from eleven to 
two o’clock. The chambers of the Chancery Vacation Registrar 
for the time being will be open every working day from ten 
until two o’clock; Mr. Rotr being in attendance a the 
earlier portion and Mr, Jackson during the later portion of the 
vacation. 








Tue notice as to the course of business in the vacation is 
rinted in another column. Mr. Justice Romer is to be the 
bgp Judge “ until aoe casein: aahiion sit = -—_ 
o. 3 (his own court) e , beginning on the 15 
of August, at 11 woke previously, i 10.30, king wane 
summonses in his private room. On the 16th of my , 
Justice Romer will sit for Queen’s Bench chamber business, 
and i Tuesday and (if necessary) Thursday in each succeeding 

week, 





Wirvess actions in the Division have not, during 
the Trinity Sittings, been disposed of to the extent which might 
have been expected, having regard to the assiduity with which 
the judges have attacked their lists at times other than those 
set apart for the purpose. Out of the 217 witness actions in the 
lists at the commencement of the sittings only 137 had been 
actually heard up to Thursday in this week. Besides these a 

70 will stand over the vaca- 
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tion, in addition to a large number set down since the list was 


published. 





” 


Tue worps ‘until further notice,” in the Vacation notice, 
indicate the uncertainty, to which we drew attention last 
week, as to who will be one of the Vacation Judges. 
More than a fortnight has now elapsed since it was stated by 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, in answer to a question in the 
House of Commons, that the vacant Lordship of Appeal would 
“‘shortly be filled up”; but as yet there is no announcement of 
the appointment. The insertion of the words in the notice 
may seem to indicate an idea that the appointment will occasion 
a vacancy on the High Court bench, and that the new High 
Court judge would undertake the duty of Vacation Judge for 
this year. 





Dvurine THE hearing of the case of Re Heller, Ex parte The 
Oficial Receiver on July 24, Mr. Justice VavcHan WILLIAMS 
remarked that in his opinion persons ought not to be able to 
bring actions in the name of the official receivers, either in 
companies or bankruptcy, by merely giving them an indemnity. 
The official receivers ought to exercise their discretion as to 
what cases they would allow their names to be used in. His 
lordship added that he had often complained of this practice 
before, and that, unless more attention were paid to his com- 
plaints, it would be necessary to have a rule made that the 
official receivers must not allow actions to be brought in their 
names without previously obtaining the consent of the court. 





Tue course which was pursued by the House of Lords on 
Monday in reading a second time the Evidence in Criminal Cases 
Bill, although it was not among those which the Government 
propose to proceed with in the House of Commons, and although 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer has expressly pledged the 
Government ‘‘not to ask the House to go on with any Bills 
except those he had mentioned,” leads to some doubt as to 
whether the same course may not be adopted with regard to the 
Land Transfer Bill after the Finance Bill has been read a second | 
time by the House of Lords. We can hardly believe it possible | 
that the Government will attempt, in violation of the pledge 
given by the Chancellor of the Exchequer, and also in violation 





of all reason and without any opportunity for fair discussion, to | 
introduce the measure in the House of Commons; but the | 
Incorporated Law Society and the country law societies will do 
well to keep their attention alive to the possibility of this course 
being taken. 





WE ive elsewhere regulations which have been made by 
the Home Secretary under the Riot (Damages) Act, 1886 
(49 & 50 Vict. c. 38), in lieu of the regulations of July, 1886. 
The Act provides for compensation to be paid out of the police 
rate in cases where buildings have been injured or destroyed, or 
the property therein has been injured, stolen, or destroyed, by 
any persons riotously and tumultuously assembled together. 
The regulations provide that claims must be made within four- 
teen days of the injury complained of, though, for special cause 
shewn, this period may be extended to forty-two days ; that they 
must be in the form appended to the regulations; and that 

claims must be made in respect of the several matters 

ified therein. Vouchers must, when’ possible, be sent to 

shew the value of property destroyed, and also the bills or 

estimates for repairs, when these have been or can be executed ; 

aad the claimant must make and procure such statutory declara- 

tions as the police authority may require in support of his case. 
No costs are to be allowed to any claimant. 





A cvniovs little point is noticed in the report of the Council | 
of the Incorporated Law Society for the present year. It is 
usual for an intending mortgagee to stipulate that the charges 
of his surveyor are to be paid by the intending mo or, 
whether the report justifies the proposed loan or not. It 


appears that in a recent case, where the surveyor’s report wag 


not considered by the intending ae oye to justify an 
advance, the intending mortgagor paid the coat fee, and 
then claimed to have the report handed ever to him, but the © 
intending mo refused to do this, claiming that the 
report, which was made on their instructions, was their pro- 
perty. As the question is cne of considerable practical im- 
— to the profession, the council took the opinion of two 
eading counsel on the point, and they were advised that, 
as a matter of strict legal right, a surveyor’s report made to an 
intending mortgagee belongs to him and not to the mortgagor, 
and this whether the loan is or is not actually made, and both 
during its currency and after its discharge by repayment or by 
sale. We should hardly have thought that the opinion of two 
leading counsel was needed to settle the question on principle, 
The report was made by the surveyor as agent of, and on the 
instructions of, the intending mortgagees and for their guid- 
ance, and their right to retain it would not seem to be affected 


a 
Ee 


a> 








by the fact that the surveyor’s fees were paid by the intending “| 


mortgagor. The point to be noticed is that an intending mort- , 
gagor, when he agrees to pay for the report, should expressl 
stipulate that in case the advance is not made the report shail 
be handed to him. 





Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed in Cole v. Eley (42 
W. R. 560) the rule established by Faithfull v. Hwen (26 W. R, 
270, 7 Ch. D. 495) that the purchaser of property which is the 
subject-matter of an action has notice of the solicitor’s right to 
a charging order for his costs, and cannot, therefore, claim the 
benefit of section 28 of the Solicitors Act, 1860 (23 & 24 Vict. o, 
127). That section provides that in every case in which a 
solicitor is employed in any proceeding the court may declare 
such solicitor entitled to a charge on property recovered or pre- 
served, and, further, that ‘‘all conveyances and acts done to 
defeat, or whieh shall operate to defeat, such charge or right 
shall, unless made to a bond fide purchaser for value without notice, 
be absolutely void and of no effect as against such charge or 
right.” At first sight, as pointed out by Cuartzs, J., in Cole y. 
Eley (42 W. R. 505), the statute seems to save a bond fide pur- 
chaser without notice of the charge; but it is not necessary that 
the charge should have been declared when the purchase is made, 
It is sufficient that the solicitor has a lien on the property, a 
lien which he is entitled under the statute to have converted 
intoacharge. In Faithfull v. Ewen (supra) the plaintiffs in a suit 
mortgaged their interest, and the solicitor did not obtain a declara- 
tion of charge till after the mortgage; yet it was held that the 
charge took priority of the mortgage. The chief point, however, 
in that case was that the mortgagees were held to have notice of 
the solicitor’s lien from the very fact that the property mortgaged 
was the subject of anaction. The mortgagees, said BaccALiay, 
L.J., in delivering the judgment of the Court of Appeal, were 
aware of the pending suit, and they must have known, or must 
be presumed to have known,’ the rights to which the solicitor 
of the plaintiffs was entitled under the statute. In Col v. 
Eley the same principle was applied to the assignment of s 
judgment debt. At the time of the assignment the judgment 
creditor’s solicitor had not obtained a charge on the debt, and 
the assignee had no express notice of his claim, but the Court of 
Appeal Feld that notice that the subject-matter of the assign- 
ment was the subject-matter of a suit amounted to notice to the 
assignee of the existence of the solicitor’s right to a lien. 





Is rr quite clear that the common law conscience could not. be 
shocked by unconscionable bargains? Even in equity mere 
inadequacy of price, unless such as to shock the conscience 
and amount to conclusive and decisive evidence of fraud in the 
transaction, was not in itself a sufficient ground for refusing 
specific performance: Coles v. Zrecothick (9 Ves. 246). But was 
the defence unknown at law? In Shepherd v. Blank (ante, P 
631) Curry, J., took this view. We venture, however, to thi 
that the defence was recognized to a certain extent. It did not 
completely excuse the non-performance of the bargain, but it 
very materially reduced the es. In James vy. Morgan (1 
Lev. 111) the report runs :—“ Assumpsit de payer pur un chival, 
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un Barlycorn a nail, et double every nail; et averr que la} Tue casz of Re McHenry, McDermot v. Boyd (ante, p. 616), in 
feuront 32 nails en less soliers del chival, que dublant chescun | which the Court of Appeal have reversed the decision of Norru, 


nail veignant al 500 quarters de Barly. Et sur non assumpsit 
le cause esteant try devant Hinz al Hereford, il direct le jury 
ur donner le value del chival en damages esteant £8. Et 
jssint ils fesoient et fuit apres move en arrest de judgment pur 
un petit fault en le declaration que fuit over-rule: et judgment 
done pur le plaintiff.” It is quite clear that the true damages 
hero were not based on the market price of 500 quarters of 
barley. Inthe somewhat similar case of Zhornborow v. Whiteacre 
(2 Lord Raymond, 1164) where the defendant practically 
contracted to deliver rye to an amount which, when caleulated 
out, came to over 524 million quarters for £5, the court held 
on demurrer that, though the contract was a foolish one, it would 
hold at law, and the defendant ought to pay something for his 
folly. The case was compromised on repayment of the £5 and 
costs, which does not look as if the plaintiff’s counsel expected 
adequate damages. It was not really necessary to decide the 

int in Shepherd vy. Blank, as the evidence shewed that the 
argain was not unconscionable, and we do not think it should 
be lightly assumed that for the future the courts will give 
damages for non-performance of contracts specific performance 
of which would be refused on the ground of unconscionable 
bargain. 





Wuere A nrarriage settlement gives a power of appointment 
to the husband and wife jointly, and then to the survivor, subject 
to a power of revocation and new appointment, it appears that 
a joint appointment may be effectually revoked by the survivor. 
In Brudenell vy. Elwes (1 East, 442) property was to go as the 
husband and wife ‘‘ or the survivor of them should from time to 
time by any deed or writing, either with or without power of 
revocation,” appoint. A joint appointment was made under this 
power, and the deed of appointment reserved to the husband and 
wife and the survivor a power of revocation and new appoint- 
ment. The husband died, and the widow subsequently revoked 
the appointment and made a fresh one. Upon the validity 
of the second appointment coming before the Court of Chan- 
cery, @ case was sent to the King’s Bench to have it deter- 
mined whether the joint appointment was revoked by the 
sole revocation. The court held that it was. “The marriage 
articles,’ said Lord Kenyon, O.J., “‘meant to give a joint 

wer of appointment to the husband and wife during their 
ives, and, after the death of either, that the survivor should 
have equal power to revoke and make a new appointment. It 
seems clear that an equal degree of confidence was teposed in 
both husband and wife; and as it could not be foreseen what 
alterations the exigency of the family might from time to time 
require, it was thought more prudent to leave the survivor of 
them, whichever it might be, the same — to mould the a 
pointment that had been committed to both while living.” The 
question arose again in Dizon v. Pyner (84 W. R. 528). By 
marriage settlement a fund was settled upon trust for the 
children of the marriage as the husband and wife should by 
deed, with or without power of revocation, jointly appoint ; and 
in default of such joint appointment, and so far as any such 
appointment should not extend, as the survivor should appoint. 

ere was a joint appointment reserving a power of revocation 
to the husband and wife and the survivor. The wife died, 
and the husband revoked the <. eree Kay, J., held that 
the power of revocation was well reserved to the survivor, and 
that the second appointment was valid. He gave reasons 


’ similar to those assigned by Lord Kenyon for allowing full 
control over the appointment during the life of the survivor. | T° 


In the recent case of Rogers v. —- (ante, p. 631), where the 
power was in the form adopted in Dixon v. Pyner, an attempt 
was made to distinguish it from the power in Brudenell y. 
— - the ground that the power to _ ee was distinct 
rom the joint power, and that consequently in a joint appoint- 
ment only a joknt power of revocation could be ree Bet 
clearly the intention of the power is the same, although the 
form may slightly vary, and the Court of Ap held that the 
case was within the principle of Brudenell vy. Elwes. Henoe, a 
joint appointment, reserving the power of revocation contained 
in the settlement, was effectually revoked by the husband after 
the death of the wife. 





J. (42 W. R. 491), is of importance with respect to the opera- 
tion of the Statute of Limitations in matters of contract, In 
August, 1882, McHenry wrote Barker a letter in which he 
promised to repay an advance of £18,365 in the following 
November, and specified certain securities which were to be 
security for the repayment. In the event of the loan re- 
maining unpaid, Barker was authorized to realize the recu- 
rities, and McHenry undertook to pay any deficiency there 
might be on the sale. Under the ordi rule the statute 
would run from the time when the money became dus, 
and a ntly there was no payment or acknowledgment 
by McHazwry to take the case out of the statute. Mc x 
died in 1891, and when, in the administration of his estate, 
Barker sent in his claim, the chief clerk disallowed it, on the 
ground that it was statute barred. But Norrn, J., drew a dis- 
tinction between the original debt in respect of the money due 
to be repaid in November, 1882, and the undertaking to pay the 
deficiency on a sale of the securities. This undertaking, he 
said, created a new obligation which did not arise until the sale 
actually took place. The securities had not been sold till 
1890, and consequently the statute had not run. The Oourt of 
Appeal, however, dissented from this tion between the 
original right to payment of the debt, and the icular form 

iven to that right by the parties in a certain subsequent event. 

orTH, J., appears to have considered that the obligation to 
ay the déficiency was not the ordinary obligation implied by 
aw onasimple mortgage of securities. But ina case where 
the mortgage contains a power of sale, such an obligation 
im no new burden on the debtor. As Lord Henxscuztt, C., 
pointed out, the net proceeds of sale are set off against the debt, 
and the balance still remains due from the debtor. This is 
a part of the debt pos ne due, and there is no new cause 
of action upon the ization of the securities and ascertain- 
ment of the deficiency. Hence it was held in the Court of 
Appeal that the creditor was barred. 








THE LAST OF THE FINANCE BILL. 


Tue Finance Bill has left the House of Commons ; for all 
ractical purposes it may be considered that it has assumed its 

Foal form, and that it will shortly become law. It has em 
from the House of Commons in a very different shape from that 
which it bore when it was introduced. Many somewhat hasty 
criticisms have appeared as to this: a co mdent has even 
written to a newspaper boasting of the number of words that 
have, owing, as he says, to the remonstrances of the O eae, 
vend ifferent 


P- | been struck out, altered, or inserted. There are se 


classes of amendments which may be made in a Bill during its 
progress through Parliament : 

First, there are amendments whivh affect the substance of. the 
Bill. No amendment of this nature has been carried. 

Secondly, there are amendments which, without affecting the 
substance of the Bill, alter it as to very important details so as 
to render the practical working of the Bill more easy. It is 
obvious that, shea an important Bill is —— into the House, 
and the attention of gee familiar with law intended to 
be altered by the Bill is called to its isions, someone or 


another will detect some points to which the attention of the par- 
liamentary draftsman has not been specially called, and which 


uire amendment. The Government have at their disposal 
some of the best lawyers in the kingdom ; we trust that we shall 


not be considered impertinent in that the kno of 
the t Attorney-General as to the law of property, that 
the knowledge of Sir Henry Jenxrvs, the i tary drafte- 


man, as to the statutory law the public revenue, is 
probably unrivalled, bat it my uly happen that some poi 


of detail may escape their notice. We we trust not 
some credit to ourselves for having ori suggested several 
amendments on points of this nature, with the result, somewhat 


gratifying to our pride, that the substance of all our suggestions 
been adopted. 
Thirdly, there are some frivolous amendments that a wearied 
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Minister will accept sooner than lose time in discussion. It 


would be verging on party politics for us to point out any 
amendments of this nature, if such there be, in the Finance 


Fourthly, it often happens that an amendment in one part of 
a Bill gives rise to many amendments, either of substance or 
merely verbal, in many other parts of the Bill. It may even 
happen that the draftsman perceives, in the course of the 
passage of the Bill through Parliament, that a slight modification 
of language will make tho Bill more clear. He would be 
shirking his duty if he were not to suggest the necessary 
amendment to the Minister in charge of the Bill, and it is a 
most ungracious action on the part of the public to say that the 
fact of the amendment being made shews that the Bill was 
improperly drawn. An example of an amendment of this 
nature will be found in the Finance Bill, where the phrase 
‘‘settlement estate duty ”’ was substituted in the report stage for 
“further estate duty.’’ Each phrase bears the same meaning, 
but there was a risk of some careless person confounding 
“ further estate duty” with ‘‘ estate duty.” The adoption of the 
phrase “‘ settlement estate duty” does not shew that the phrase 
“‘further estate duty ’’ was incorrect, but it shews that the 
Government draftsman acted to the best of his ability on the 
maxim, ascribed to Lord Turine, that ‘‘an Act of Parliament 
should be as clear as the rules of a village cricket club.” We 
wonder, by the way, whether his lordship ever read the rules of 
a village club, to us they are generally nearly unintelligible. 

Some of the amendments of the second class made in the 
Finance Bill are the following :— 

1. The provision introduced (clause 2 (1) (4) ) for the purpose 
of obviating the inconvenience (pointed out ante, p. 451) of 
aggregating endowments of any nature enjoyed by the deceased, 
as, for example, the living of a clergyman on the death of the 
incumbent, with the property of the deceased. 

2. We pointed out (ante, p. 452) that the provisions in clause 
3 of the Bill, as introduced, that aggregation was not to take 
place with respect to property not settled by tiie deceased of 
which the deceased was tenant for life, where it passed on his 
death to a stranger without any benefit being reserved to his 
wife, husband, or issue, would act harshly, for if the wife, hus- 
band, or issue took any benefit, however small, it would render 
the entire property liable to be aggregated with the deceased’s 
own property. This has been altered in accordance with our 
views by the proviso in clause 4. 

3. We pointed out (ante, p. 452) that an executor may find it 
impossible to pay the duty, because the rate at which it is to be 
calculated may depend upon the value of property not passing 
to him—sa value that he cannot ascertain. This difficulty 
appears to be obviated by clause 6 (3), enabling him to state 
that he does not know the value, and providing for the payment 
of the duty when the value of the property is ascertained. 

4. We suggested (ant-, p. 453) that, in order to avoid expense 
in the valuation of real estate, a certain number of years’ 


on the income tax valuation should be primd facie the | 
of calculating the estate duty, or that a | 
valuation should be made by the local authority. Amendments| them were delivered to the Finance Corporation upon the 
7 (5)| transfer of the debt, and other bonds, also in blank, were 


| depos 


value for the pu 


on the lines of these suggestions will be found at clause 
and clause 10 (6). 





8. A purchaser for value without notice is protected by clause 
8 (18) and clause 9 (1) from the statutory charge of estate duty 
(see this discussed ante, p. 525). 


DEBENTURES ISSUED IN BLANK. 


An interesting decision on the effect of issuing debentures with 
the name of the person to whom payment is to be made left 
blank has been given by Norru, J., in Re Queensland Land and 

‘oal Co,, Davis v. Martin (42 W. R. 600). The action was bya 
debenture-holder for the administraticn of the trusts of a deed 
to secure £120,000 first mortgage debentures of the company. 
Prior to October, 1883, debentures for only £64,000 had been 
issued. In that month the company borrowed £5,000 from the 
Queensland National Bank, and it was agreed that £20,000 of 
the debentures should be issued to the bank as security. A 
resolution to this effect was signed by the chairman, and on the 
24th of October the debentures were issued to the bank, the 
name of the person to whom payment was to be made being left 
in blank. Subsequently debentures for £2,000 were issued to 
the bank, under similar circumstances, as security for a further 
advance of £1,000. It was contended on behalf of the other 
debenture-holders that the bank was not entitled to the benefit 
of the trust deed. 

It is clear that a deed executed in blank—that is, in which a 
material matter, such as the name of a transferee, has been left 
blank—has no legal effect ; and, although the blank is subse- 
quently filled in, the deed does not begin to have any effect until 
it has been re-delivered. This is old law, and has been fre- 
quently recognized in recent times in regard to transfers of 
shares (cf. Société Générale de Paris v. Walker,-34 W. R. 662, 11 
App. Cas. 20). Consequently, in the absence of re-delivery, 
the transferee cannot make out a legal title under the deed. 
And it follows from the decision of the Court of Appeal in Powell 
v. London and Provincial Bank (41 W. R. 545; 1893, 2 Oh. 555) 
that the mere knowledge on the part of the transferor that the 
blank has been filled up and the deed acted upon does not 
amount to a re-delivery by him. He must concur in the filling 
up of the blank, or he must subsequently acknowledge the deed 
as his own. 

But the above considerations arise only where the person 
claiming under the deed must make out a legal title. If an 
equitable title will suffice, such title may be based on the con- 
tract under which the deed was given, and of which the deed 
itself may furnish evidence. The leading case on the applica- 
tion of this doctrine tu debentures is Re Strand Music Hall Co. 
(3 De G. J. & Sm. 147). Before April, 1864, 184 bonds of £50 
each under the seal of the Strand Music Hall Oo. had been 
issued to various persons for securing moneys due from them to 
the company. In April, 1864, the company borrowed £5,000 
from a company which subsequently transferred the debt to the 
Finance Corporation, and it gave as security 200 bonds for £50 
each similar to those previously issued. These bonds were in 
blank as to the names of the obligees. The greater part of 


ited with the corporation as security for a further 


5. The gross hardship pointed out (ante, p. 451) as likely to | advance of £2,700, The Strand Music Hall went into liqui- 
arise from by the provisions which probably made a sum | dation, and the official liquidator insisted that the bonds were 
covenanted by a man to be paid to the trustees of his marriage | invalid, and that the corporation could rank only as a simple 
settlement, on trusts under which he took the first life interest, | contract creditor. The corporation, on the other hand, claimed 


liable to be estimated for the 
done away with by clause 7 (10). 

6. The provisions (clause 8) preventing any dealings with 
Console, &c., or 2 inking account standing in joint names by 
the survivors uutil duty is paid, and preventing the payment 
of insurance moneys by the office until duty is paid, would (as 
we pointed out ants, p. 472) render much of the ordinary busi- 
ness of life very costly, if not impracticable. The clause has 
been struck out. 

7. The ision that a person dissatisfied with the value 
[acm on Sascetmete by the commissioners must pay the duty 

sspeiliog to the High Court (objected to ante, p. 453) 
has been altered, and the substituted provisions are most 
reasonable (92 cause 19, 


purposes of duty twice over, is 





to be a secured creditor. It was held by the Court of 
Appeal that, though the bonds were invalid, yet there was an 
agreement to create a charge, and this agreement put the cor- 
poration in the same position as regards the company and the 
other bondholders as though the charge had beon actually 
created. ‘I apprehend,’’ said Turner, L.J., “ that where this 
court is satisfied that it was intended to create a charge, and 


that the parties who intended to create it had the power to do 
#0, it will give effect to the intention, notwithstanding an 

mistake that may have occurred in the attempt to effect it.” 
And an agreement to issue debentures has been held sufficient 
to create a charge, although the covering deed under which the 
debentures were issued was void under the Bills of Sale Acts 
| (Rou, Army and Navy Ho'el Co., 35 W. BR. 40, 34 Oh, D, 43), 
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Upon this principle Norra, J., proceeded in Re 
Land and Coad Co. (supra). ‘ Assuming,” he said, “a clear, 
definite contract that debentures are to be issued in respect of a 
loan, the bank has as good a claim as if debentures had been 
actually issued, the only difference being that the claim is 
equitable, and not legal, and is entitled to hold these deben- 
tures in the same manner as if the name of the nm to whom 
ayment is to be made had been filled up before execution.” 
bonsequently the question in such cases is solely whether, upon 
the facts, a binding agreement with the company can be made 
out. In Re The Strand Music Hall (supra) the issue of the bonds 
was accompanied by a formal agreement which was binding on 
the company, and which was undoubtedly an agreement to.create 
a charge. fa the present case the agreement was constituted by 
the resolution of the directors, signed by the chairman, and by 
the debentures issued in pursuance of the resolution. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 

A Treatise on the Constitution and Government of Solicitors: 
Their Rights and Duties. By ArcHER M. Wuire, Barrister-at-Law. 
Swar Sonnenschein & Co. 

A Treatise on the Law and Practice relating to Joint-Stock Com- 

nies under the Acts of 1862-1890. With Forms and Precedents. 

y C. E. H. Cuapwyck-Hegatey, Q.C., Percy F. WHEELER, M.A, 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, and CHARLES BurNEY, B.A., a Chief 
Clerk of the Hon. Justice Chitty. Third and Enlarged Edition. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LONG VACATION, 1894. 
Notice. 


During the Vacation until further notice :—All applications which 
may require to be immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to 
the judges who for the time being shall act as Vacation Judges. 

Court Bustness.—Mr. Justice Romer, one of the Vacation Judges, 
will, until further notice, sit in Chancery Court ITI., Royal Courts of 
Justice, at 11 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on 
Wednesday, 15th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applica- 
tions of the above nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery 
Division, are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case reqnires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the 
reasons, is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, relating to every application made to the 
Vacation Judges (see notice below as to judge's papers), are to be left 
with the cause clerk in attendance, Chancery istrars’ Chambers 
(Room 136), Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock on the Monday 

revious to the day on which the application is intended to be made. 

hen the cause clerk is not in attendance, they may be left at Room 
136, under cover, addressed to him, and marked outside Chancery 
Vacation Papers, or they may be sent by post, but in either case so as 
to be received by the time aforesaid. 

UrncGent MATTERS WHEN JUDGE NOT PRESENT IN COURT OR 
CHAMBERS.—Application may be made in any case of u cy to the 
judge by post, or rail, prepaid, accompanied by the brief of counsel, 
office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also 
by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, signed by counsel, of the 
order he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, 
sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as 
follows :—‘‘ Chancery Official Letter: To the trar in Vacation, 
ad Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 


On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent, 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
Judge can be obtained on application at 
Chambers, Room 136, 


CuANCERY CuAmMBER Bustness.—The chambers of Mr, Justice 
Stirling will be open on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Frid 
in every week from 10 to 2 o'clock. Mr, Justioe Romer will, un 
further notice, hear urgent summonses which may be adjourned to 


ancery Registrars’ | 


him in his private room (Room 625, in the Royal Courts of Justice 
( -street entrance), on W in every week, commencing 
on Wednesday, 15th of August, at 10.30 a.m. 

QuEEN’s Bench CHAMBER BustnEss.—Mr. Justice Romer will 
also sit for the disposal of Queen’s Bench business in Judge’s Cham- 
bers on Thursday, 16th August, and on Tuesday, and (if meena 
on Thursday, in every week until further notice. in 
Queen’s Bench Summons List will be called on and disposed of 
peremptorily in the order in which they stand in the day’s list, but 
not earlier than the time at which the section in which they are 
ae is marked to come on. 

UDGE’s PAPERS FOR USE IN CouRT.—CHANCERY Drvision,—The 
following papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left with 
the cause clerk in attendance at the i ’ Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o’clock on the 
Monday previous to the day on which the application to the judge is 
intended to be made :— 

1. Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave granted 
by the judge. 

2. Two copies of writ en4 two copies of pleadings (if any), and any 
other documents shewing the uz<ure of the application. 

3. Two copies of aoiice of motion. : 

4. Office copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer (if 


any). 
N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been dis- 


posed of to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court fur the return 
of their papers. 
Notice To Sonicrrors. 
(Chancery Registrars’ Office.) 
The Chancery Registrars’ Office will be open daily. On Monday, 


the 13th August, and on the same day in every ». 
during the Vacation, the registrar in attendance will see 
requiring alterations necessary in orders to be acted on by the Pay- 


master; but the order, and any necessary and a 
of the amendment as required by the 27th of the Court 
Funds Rules, 1886, ought to be left at his seat not than 12 


o’clock on the previous y: 
CHANCERY REGISTRARS’ 

Royal Courts of Justice. 
August, 1894. 


RULE OF THE SUPREME COURT. 

The following Draft Rule is published pursuant to the Rules Pub- 
lication Act, 1893, by order of the authority to make Rales under the 
Supreme Court of JudicaturevActs. Copies may be obtained from the 
Queen’s Printer. 


70. 
July, 1894. 
Rule of the Court. 
1, The sum ing for itting any question for deci- 
sion to the High Court of Justice under the seventieth — of the 


Local Government Act, 1894, shall be by ial case to 
upon by the parties, or in default of such agreement to be set 
an arbitrator agreed upon by the i aE peeenenny seenees 
a Judge at Chambers, or to Ghd on pig heg 

2. The special case when settled shall be at the Crown Office 
Depertnens oh the Ovaient Sie <a aeons, Cane the 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions, the County il, or the 
Authority concerned within eight days from the settlement thereof, 
ond ak So et ee Oe See ee t as if it were a 
case stated by Justices under 20-21 Victoria, 


43. 
This Rule shall come into operation on the Ist day of October, 1894. 





RIOT (DAMAGES) ACT, 1836. 
REGULATIONS AS TO Charms FoR COMPENSATION. 


ee mga oe A uith, one of Her of 
tate, make wing Regulations :— 
1, All claims for under the Act shall be made in 


When the matter in of which the claim is made arises in— 
The City of London the liberties thereof, to the Town Clerk of 


The Metropolitan Police District, to the Reouiver for the Metropoli- 
tan District. 
Auy county, riding, parts, division, or liberty main- 


of a 
tai: separate police force, borough the force 
of which ton bevn conactbhened wit the poles foren of & 





i county, to the Clerk to the nay 
san teen eal eer SR maintaining a separate police 
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force under any local Act of Parliament, to the Clerk to the 
Commissioners or other authority under the local Act. 

The River Tyne within the limits of the Acts relating to the Tyne 
Improvement Commissioners, to the Secretary to the Cum- 
missioners. 

2. All claims shall be so delivered within fourteen clear days after 

the day when such injury, stealing, or destruction took place. 

Provided that the police authority, on application to be made before 
the expiration of the fourteen days, may, for special cause shewn, 
enlarge the period of fourteen days to forty-two days, and in the 
event of such application being refused, the applicant may, within 
seven days after such refusal, appeal to the Secretary of State, 
and his decision shall be conclusive as to whether the claim shall be 
received. 

3. All claims shall be made in the form appended to these 
Regulations. 

4. The claim shall specify the name and address of the claimant, 
the day and hour on which the injury, stealing, or destruction took 
; and as to the premises whether they are a house, shop, or 

, and where they are situated, and the nature of the claim- 
ant’s interest therein. 

5. The claim shall state separately the sums claimed for— 

(a.) Destruction of premises, 

(b.) Injury to premises (including injury to windows, fittings, or 
fixtures thereof), 

(c.) Injury to other property in or on the premises, 

(d.) Theft or destruction of other property in or on the premises, 
distinguishing, as regards (c.) and (d.), property belonging to the 
claimant from property belonging to others in his care. 

6. Where the claim is in respect of injury done either to premises or 
to property therein, it shall state shortly the nature of the injury; if 
the injury has been repaired, it shall state the cost of the repairs, and 
be accompanied by the bill for such repairs ; if the injury has not been 
repaired, but is repairable, then the claim shall contain a specification 
of the repairs required, and an estimate by a competent person of 
their cost. 

7. Where the claim is in respect of property in or upon premises, 
whether such property has been injured, stolen, or destroyed, it shall, 
when practicable (except in the case of articles of the same nature and 
of small value, and except where the cost of repairs only is claimed), 
specify each article separately, and the sum claimed for it or for the 
injury thereto; and, when practicable, the claimant shall send with 
his claim vouchers or copies of vouchers for the sums paid by him for 
the property. 

8. In all cases the claim shall state generally the evidence which 
the claimant is prepared to offer in support of it, and the place where 
such documents as he proposes to put in evidence may be inspected ; 
and whether the claimant has received or may receive, or is entitled 
to, any compensation from any (and if so what) source for any loss 
included in his claim, and the amount of such compensation. 





9. The claimant if so required by the police authority shall verify 
the claim by himself making such a statutory declaration, and by 


— and furnishing to the police authority such statutory | i 


tions of other persons as the police authority may require ; and | 
he shall produce to the police authority and to any person nominated | 
by that authority all such documents under his control as are needed | 
to support his claim, and shall deliver to the police authority copies | 
thereof or extracts therefrom as may be required, and shall give to 
a authority or any person nominated by that authority access | 
to premises and produce the property for injury to which the | 
claim is made. 
10. The police authority may make separate awards as regards pro- 
= the claimant and property not belonging to him. 
an award includes compensation for property in the care of, | 
but not belonging to, the claimant, it may provide that prior to pay- | 
ment either the claimant shall produce receipts from the owners for | 
the sums payable to them, or their authority to him to receive the 
same, or that the claimant or some other person to be approved by 
the authority shall enter into a bond or personal undertaking 
the police authority in such sum as the award shall name for 
securing payment to the owners of such property of the sums due to 
them. en an award includes compensation for stolen property, it 
may provide for « similar bond or undertaking for securing either 
repsyment to the police authority of the whole or such part as the 
police authority may determine of the compensation paid for such 
stolen property as inzy be subsequently recovered, or the delivery of 
the property so recovered to the police authority to be realized by 
them for the benefit of the police rate. 
11. No costs will be allowed to any claimant. 
12. The above regulations shall, with the necessary variations, 


| 


- y - 
(2.) In the case of the plundering, damage, or destruction of any 
ship or boat stranded or in distress, on or near the shore of 
any sa or tidal water, or of any part of the cargo or apparel 


| second time. 


of such ship or boat, by persons riotously and tumultuously 
assembled together; and 
In the case of the injury or destruction, by persons riotously 
and tumultuously assembled together, of any machinery 
(whether fixed or movable) prepared for or employed in any 
manufacture or agriculture, or any branch thereof, or of any 
erection or fixture about or belonging to such machinery, or of 
any steam engine or other engine for sinking, draining, or 
working any mine or quarry, or of any staith or erection used 
in conducting the business of any mine or quarry, or of any 
bridge, waggon-way or trunk for conveying minerals or other 
product from any mine or quarry. 

13. The Regulations made under the above-mentioned Act on the 
28th July, 1886, are hereby revoked. H. H. Asquith. 


Whitehall, June 30, 1894. 


FORM OF CLAIM. 
Riot (DAmaGgs) Act, 1886. 
the undersigned, claim thesum of t £ 

as compensation for { (a) destruction of, and {(b) injury done to, 
premises occupied by § and { (c) for injury to property 
therein, and {(d) for property therein stolen or destroyed, in the riot 
which occurred at || on day of 
Particulars of such claim are given in the schedules hereto. 

The premises { destroyed and injured, and wherein the property 
was injured, stolen, or destroyed, are 
© 


(b.) 


 60e ee ** re," 

+ Insert total sum claimed. 

t If the claim is not made under all the heads, the superfluous 
words should be struck out. 

§ ‘*Me” or “ us.” 

| Insert the hour or hours at which the riot occurred. 

€ Insert name of premises. 

The following documents are sent herewith in support of the 


(** 


claim :—(**) 














The following further evidence in support of the claim will be 
adduced :—(tt) 














(**) Insert particulars of documents sent. 
Note.—Bills for repairs should accompany the claim, and where the 
repairs have not been executed, an estimate of the cost, by a compe- 
tent person, should be sent. ; 
When practicable, vouchers or copies of vouchers for the sums paid 
for property injured, stolen, or destroyed, should be sent with the 
claim. 
(++) Insert particulars, adding, in the case of documents, where 
they can be inspected. 
[Schedules of particulars of claim are appended. } 


On the 23rd inst., in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor having 
moved to postpone the order for second reading of the Evidence in 
Criminal Cases Bill, Lord Halsbury objected, and asked for an explana- 
tion of such postponement. The Lord Chancellor pointed out that the 
Bill was not among those reserved for consideration in the other House 
with which the Government proposed to proceed. His desire was to see 
the Bill passed by another place. So far as this House was concerned 
there would be no difficulty, the measure having passed on ereveral occa- 
sions during the régime both of the late Government and of the present 
one, and therefore any blame or regret for ite non-passing into law might 
be evenly distributed as between political parties. He had no objection 
to proceed with the Bill, and therefore he moved that it be now read a 
Lord Halsbury heartily seconded the motion. He said the 
Bill had passed this House no less than four times. The great body of 
their lords ps and of the members of the other House all desired that the 


| alteration of the law proposed to be enacted in the Bill should be made, 


but by reason of the 
in another place the 
second time. 


sistent obstruction of a small number of persons 
ill hitherto had failed to pass. The Bill was read a 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re BRIERLEY, BRIERLEY, v. BRIERLEY—No. 2, 24th July. 


Witt—Constructrion—Powrr To Wire To APPOINT Fund To svUCH oF 
TgsTaToR’s RELATIVES AS SHE SHOULD THINK PROPER—Lire INTEREsT 
1x Funp otven To Wire—Wire apporntep Resipvary Lecatrer— 
APPLICATION BY WIFE TO HAVE FUND HANDED OVER TO HER ABSO- 
LUTELY ON RELEASING HER Power or APPOINTMENT. 


Appeal from the decision of Chitty, J. The testator, Adam Brierley, by 
his will, after bequeathing his household furniture and effects and a 
pecuniary legacy to his wife, devised and bequeathed all his real and the 
residue of his personal estate to trustees on trust to convert the whole into 
money, to invest £50,000 in the funds or other securities, and to pay the 
income thereof to his wife for life ; subject thereto, the whole of the testa- 
tor’s property to be for his children equally. The will then proceeded as 
follows :—‘‘ If I shall not have any children, then as follows: my wife 
may bequeath or appoint the £50,000 or the securities paren the 
same to such of my brothers and sisters and nephews and nieces and other 
my relatives or next of kin as she shall think proper. The remainder of 
my property to be divided in forty-three parts.’’ The testator then gave 
certain portions of these forty-three parts to certain nephews and nieces 
of his (naming them), the gifts to them being in some cases for life only 
with remainder to their children. One of the forty-three parts was given 
to a nephew of the testator’s wife, and two of the forty-three parts was 
given to another nephew of the testator’s wife. The testator then ap- 

inted his wife ‘‘ to be residuary legatee.’”? The testator had no children. 

is wife survived him, and took out a summons calling on the trustees to 
hand over to her the £50,000 for her own use and benefit absolutely upon 
her executing a release of her } greg of appointment over the said sum of 
£50,000. Chitty, J., dismissed the wife’s application, and she appealed. 


Tue Covert (Lord Herscuett, C., Linptey and Davey, L.JJ) dismissed 
the appeal without calling on the respondents. 


Lord Hersoukrt1, C., said that the only question which the court was 
now deciding was whether, if the wife rel her power of appointment, 
she was entitled to have the £50,000 handed over to her by the trustees. 
It was not necessary to decide the other question which had been raised in 
argument, viz., whether ‘upon the death of the wife the £50,000, if un- 
appointed, would pass under the residuary gift to the wife, or under the be- 
quest of ‘‘ the remainder ’’ of the testator’s ‘‘ property in forty-three parts ”” 
among the persons therein named. It was argued on behalf of the 
appellant that there was a mere power in the wife to appoint the £50,000 
to the testator's relatives, a power which she might or might not, as she 
pleased, exercise, and that, if she decided not to exercise it, the fund 
to her as residuary legatee, she having already a life interest init. It was 
admitted by the appellant that a gift to such of a class as the donee of a 
power should appoint had been held to imply a gift to that class, though 
the class could only take it subject to the exercise of the choice by the 
donee of the power; but it was argued that in the present case there was 
no gift at all to the testator’s relatives, but only a power to the wife 
to appoint among them ; and that as the wife took a life interest in this 
fund, with this power of appointment interposed, followed by the appoint- 
ment of the wife as residuary legatee, the wife might be treated as being 
in the position of having an absolute gift of the fund to her, subject to her 
power of appointment among the testator’s relatives. In his lordship’s 
opinion the gift to the wife could not be so treated. In Birch v. Wade 
(3 Ves. & Bea. 198) a will contained this clause: *‘ It is my will and desire 
that one third part of the principal of my estate and effects be left entirely 
to the disposal of my wife among such of her relations as she may think 
proper after the death of my said sister,’’ to whom the testator had given 
a life interest in such third part of the principal; the Master of the Rolls 
there held that the case did not differ materially from Brown v. Higgs 
(8 Ves. 561), and that the wife’s relations living at her death were 
entitled, although the wife died without making any selection. It was said 
that in Birch v. Wade the testator had in the gift used the words ‘‘ my 
will and desire is,’’ but that in the present case there were no such 
words, the gift ranning thus: ‘‘ then as follows,’’ &c.; but some such 
words should grammatically, of necessity, be inserted, and consequently 
there was, and could, be no distinction between the power given to the 
wife in the present case and the power given in Birch v. Wade; there was 
no magic in the use of the words ‘‘ will and desire.’’ As to the argument 
that in Birch v. Wade there was no residuary bequest to the wife, whereas 
there was such a gift in the present case, and that that was equivalent to 
a gift over to the wife, his lordship would, irrespective of authority, 
have held that a bequest of residue was something totally different from 
a gift over of specific property dealt with in the way indicated; but the 
argument was really Senos of by the case of Forbes v. Ball (3 Mer. 
437), and the same view was adopted in Salusbury v. Denton (3 K. & J. 
529). The case of Bull v. Vardy (1 Ves. jun. 270), on which the appellant 
relied, was distinguishable, because unless the power there given to the 
wife over the £1,000 was to be construed as a mere power, there would be 
nothing left for the wife to do with reference to gifts of the two sums of 
£100, part of the £1,000, as the testator had himself indicated the persons 
to whom thore sums of £100 were to go. 

Linptey and Davey, I.JJ., concurred.—Counsrt, Byrne, QO, and 7. 
Eustace Smith ; Oswald, Q.0., and A. St. John Clerke ; Butcher, Sourcrrons, 
Victor Thomasset ; A, M. Bradley, for Berry ¢ Berry, Huddersfield. 


| Reported by M, J. Buaxn, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
LAMBTON v. MELLISH, THE SAME v. COX—Chitty, J., 20th July. 
InsuNcTION—NoIsE—NUISANCE ARISING FROM AcTs 0? sEVERAL PERsoNs 


These were motions by the plaintiff, the Hon. D’Arcy Lambton, the 
lessee and occupier of Woodfield-house, Ashtead , Surrey, for 
injunctions to restrain the defendants from playing any opens or 
other instruments on their premises at Ashtead-common adjoining 
the jem ae ¢ so as to cause a nuisance or injury to 
the p tiff or his family or other occupiers of the 8 pro- 
perty. The premises of the defendant Mellish were situate about 66 
yards and those of the defendant Cox about 128 yards from the plain- 
tiff’s premises. Both the defendants possessed merry-go-rounds and 
were in the habit of using organs on their premises. For some three 
months or more of the summer these organs were con- 
tinuously played from 10 or 11 a.m. until6or7 pm. The 
alleged very great discomfort and annoyance to the tiff, and the 
noise had made his wife ill, and she in ence of the noise very 
frequently left the house for the day, only in the evening, when 
she felt sure that the playing of the elas ant When both organs 
were played ther the noise was to be maddening. There 
evidence that Mellish used a small hand organ emitting comparati 
little sound, whereas Cox's Was a com) vely large organ 
sounds which could be heard half a mile off. Mellish submitted 
should not be made responsible for a nuisance caused by Cox’s organ 
played at the eame time as his own, when if his own organ was alone 
played there would be nonuisance atall. The cases of Gaunt v. Finney (21 
W. R. 129, L. R. 8 Ch. 8, at p. 13) and Thorpe v. Brumftt (L. R. 8 Ch. 
650) were referred to. 

Ourrry, J., said that, notwithstanding the conflict of testimony, he was, 
on the whole, of opinion that the plaintiff was entitled to injunctions 
against both of the defendants. A man might tolerate a nuisance for a 
short period of time. Thus, a passer-by would not find any nuisance in 
these organs. But the case was different when the noise had to be 
continuously endured. Under those it could scarcely be an 
exaggeration to style it “‘ maddening.’’ With regard to the t of law 
raised in this case, it was said that two rights could not make a 
What was meant was that if one man made a noise not of a kind, d 
or degree sufficient to constitute a nuisance, and another, not acting in 
concert with the first, made a similar noise, each was responsible for the 
noise made by himself, but not for that made by the other. If the two 
agreed, and acted in combination, no doubt each was a wrongdoer. 
if a man shouted outside a house for most of the day, and another, who 
was his rival (for it was to be remembered that these defendants 
rivals), came and did the same, was there no remedy? 
the other was making a noise, and added his quantum to 
was a nuisance. He thought that each would be se 
that it would be contrary to law and good sense if it were 
wise, and if the complainant were to be left without senate. 
thought that the point fell within the eres eh 
in Thorpe v. Brumftt. That was a case of a 
such obstruction was a nuisance in the old phraseology of 
Lord Justice said (L. R. 8 Ch., at p. 656): ‘* Then it was 

laintiff alleges an obstruction by several persons acting indepen 

ently of each other, and does not shew what share each bad in 
It is probably im a os ph Se ee 
this. Nor dol it necessary that he sh shew it. The amount 
obstruction caused by any one of them 
sufficient to give any ground of complaint, the amount caused by 
them all may be a serious injury. Suppose one person leaves a wheel- 
barrow standing on a way, that may cause no appreciable inconvenience, 
but if a hundred do so, that may cause a serious incon which a 

on entitled to the use of the Muar tat 

efence for any one person among undred 
causes of itself mo damage to the complainant.” There was no distinction 
in this respect between a right of way case and a nuisance by noise case. 
The aggregate cause of complaint, in this case the noise caused by 
organs or other musical instruments, must be taken into 
of the defendants here be for his share of the noise as 
so far as it affected the plaintiff. es het, Gast, Le, 
tions against both the defendants.—Counsat, , Q.C., and Borthwick ; 
Whitehorne, Q.C., and Butcher ; Moloney. Sorictrors, Miller, Smith, @ Bell ; 
Carr ¢ Son ; Francis Rudall 
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(Reported by J. F. Waxer, Barrister-at-Law.) 
Re SIR TITUS SALT, BART., —— _" TRADE-MARK—Chitiy, J., 


Trap-MARK—Rrorstrattion—Parents, Dasrons, axp Taapa-Maaxs Act, 
1883 (46 & 47 Vier. c. 57), 8. 64—Paraxrs, Destons, axp Trana-Maaxs 
Act, 1888 (61 & 52 Vier. o, 50), s. 10—" Ixvartren Worp "—“ Gro- 


oRaPHTcAL Name."’ 
This was a motion for an onder directing the comptroller to proceed 


with No. 178,546) to register as a new trade-mark 
word" tn chase SI’ for. ail piece goods. Me hme 
“ Bboli” was the name of an Italian town of 11,000 men- 


e 
5 


garotteer, but it was contended that 

ppt he word within of 1883 and 1838, and that 

not a geographical name within the eame Acts. 
Currry, J., said that the question 

Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1883, 
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which a trade-mark must consist of or contain at least one of the enumer- 
ated essential particulars, amongst which were, sub-section (1) (d), an 
invented word, and (¢),a word having no reference to the character or 
quality of the goods and not being a geographical name. The mere 
addition of the common English termination “‘ ne’’ was not sufficient to 
make the word an invented word; a word already in existence could not 
be said to be an invented word because the person claiming to have 
invented it was not aware of its existence. If it were otherwise, the 
fewer words a man knew the more readily could he invent. What the 
Act required was that the word should be an invented word in fact. 
** Eboline,’’ therefore, was not an invented word within sub-section (d). 
Then it was argued that ‘‘ Eboline’’ was not a geographical name within 
sub-section (ce). The prohibition, however, was not confined to the use 
of the noun substantive; it extended, in his lordship’s opinion, to the 
adjective, and to the name of a place to which an ordinary English suffix 
had been added so as to impart to it an adjectival form. To hold the 
contrary would be to reduce the prohibition to a dead letter for all 
practical p . That reasoning applied to ‘‘ Eboline’’; it was 
mefely ‘‘ Eboli” with the addition of the ordinary English suffix ‘“‘ ne.’’ 
The object of the Legislature was to prevent a trader from acquiring 
& monopoly in the name of a place and from thereby suggesting that the 
goods had a local origin, which, in fact, they might not have had. The 
enactment practically overruled Lord Westbury’s decision in McAndrew v. 
Bassett (12 W. R. 777, 4 De G. J. & 8. 380). For these reasons his 
lordship held that ‘‘Eboline”’ could not be registered.—Covunset, 
Byrne, Q.C., and Cutler ; Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, J. S. Salaman ; Solicitor 
to the Board of Trade ; 
[Reported by J. F. Waxzy, Barrister-at-Law.} 


THE WEST SURREY WATERWORKS CO. v. CHERTSEY UNION— 
North, J., 11th July. 


Sawtrany Avruorrry—Warerworxs Company—WartTer vsep To Fivan 
Sewers—Pvetic Heavtu Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vier. c. 55), ss. 51, 52. 


This was an action to restrain the defendants from constructing water- 
works and aqueducts, from making and maintaining tanks and reservoirs 
for supplying water, from erecting pumping machinery, from taking 
water except from the plaintiffs, and from supplying water within the 
limits of the plaintiffs’ water supply. The plaintiffs were a water company 
duly incorporated under the West Surrey Water Act, 1869. The defendants 
were the rural sanitary authority of the Chertsey Union. The defendants 
had lately constructed a new system of sewerage for Weybridge and Oat- 
lands Park, and were also providing certain automatic flashing chambers, 
with a total capacity of 28,750 gallons, for the purpose of keeping the 
sewers clean. To obtain water for the purpose of supplying these flushing 
chambers, they had entered into an arrangement with the Thames 
Conservators, and it had been agreed that the authority should be 
at liberty to take water from the Thames. It was proposed to 
carry the sewage along sewers, from which all surface water was ex- 
cluded, to a point near the Thames, where it could be dealt with. The 
plaintiffs argued that the proposed works were an infringement of section 
52 of the Public Health Act, which makes it unlawful for a sanitary 
authority to construct waterworks if there is a waterworks company, having 
power to supply the district with water, able and willing to supply water 

and sufficient for all reasonable purposes for which it is required 

the local authority. The defendants submitted that the proposed 
works were not waterworks within the meaning of the Public Health Act, 
and that the proposed dealing by them with the water was not a supply 
of water. 


the roint of law. 

Nort, J., held that there was nothing in the Public Health Act to 
prohibit a local authority from supplying itself with water for such a pur- 
pose as flashing its sewers. The waterworks which the Act sought to 


prohibit were waterworks constructed for the purpose of supplying the | 
If the plaintiffs’ argument was sound the | 
te would be bound to use pure and wholesome drinking water to 


lic generally with water. 


flash their sewers, which was an absurd contention. His lordship dis- 
missed the action with costse.—Counset, Cocens-Hardy, Q.C., and Mulligan ; 
Sainfen Eady, V.C., and Gore Browne. Sorscrrons, Batten, Proffitt, & Scott ; 
Trinder & Capron, for Paine & Brettell, Chertsey. 

[ Reported by J. Axruve Price, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BOYD ¢. BISCHOFFSHEIM AND OTHERS—North, J., 19th Jaly. 
Farvowors axp Vexatiovs Acrion—Srurxixc ovr Srarement or Cram. 


There were four summons taken o it by the various defendants to strike 
out the plaintiffs’ statement of claim as frivolous and vexatious and an 
abure of the mre. On the 2ist of May, 1891, McHenry died owing 
at least £20,000 and being worth about £1,200, but he also had a claim 
against heim for 4 million and 4 half. On the other hand, 

claimed to be a creditor for £185,000. At the date of 

MeHenry’s death it had been agreed that the claims and accounts between 
Vischofisbeim and Boyd should be referred to arbitration. On the 3rd 
of May, 1993, an agreement was drawn up, under which, on Bischoffsheim 
£20,090) into court, he became the purchaser of the whole of 
Henry's extate. This agreement was conditional upon the approval of 


the court being obtained, and this was given by North, J., and his decision 
was affirmed the Court of A The plaintiff, one of the two 
executors A and legatee of one-eighth of the estate, | 


: residuary 
opposed the sanction of the court being given. He refused to give his 
(o-execuion an indemnity against coste if the litigation was continued. 
The plcintiff now irened 2 writ in the Queen’s Bench Division, alleging 


There being no dispute as to the facts, the action was brought | 
before the court on an agreed statement of facts to obtain a decision as to | 








that the defendants had been guilty of a fraudulent conspiracy to prove 
for a large sum against the estate of McHenry, when in point of fact 
nothing was due to them, or they were debtors to the estate. Certain mis- 
applications of bonds were also alleged. £200,000 damages were claimed. 
The proceedings which it had been agreed to refer to arbitration went 
back to 1870 and mainly depended upon McHenry’s oral evidence. North, 
J., had been requested to hear the summons. The chief clerk’s certificate 
found that £14,000 was due from McHenry’s estate to Bischoffsheim. 
There was practically no evidence which had not been before the court upon 
the application to sanction the compromise. 

Nortu, J., said that these proceedings were frivolous and vexatious. 
The compromise had been confirmed by the Court of Appeal in proceedings 
to which the plaintiff was a party. McHenry had agreed to refer ail 
questions to arbitration. The compromise was approved by the court in 
spite of the plaintiff's opposition, and Bischoffsheim actually paid 
£20,000 under it. The plaiutiff could have continued the litigation if he 
had chosen to give his co-executor an indemnity against costs, but that he 
had refused todo. It might, ifa case was made out, be possible for the 
plaintiff to set aside the compromise, but he could not at the same time 
keep Bischoffsheim’s money, and proceed as if no compromise had been 
ae. The interest of all parties in the estate had been sold to Bischoff- 
sheim for valuable consideration, and the renewal of the litigation was 
frivolous and vexatious, and it was the duty of the court to prevent its 
continuance.—CounsgL, Sir E. Clarie, Q.C.; Pollard; Sweet; Blakesley ; 
E. White; Rentoul; Turrell ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C.; Gregson ; Swinfen Eady, 
Q.C.; A. Young. Soxscrrors, Freshfield § Williams ; W.C. Goulding ; John 
Holines § Son. 

[Reported by G. B. Hauritoy, Barrister-at-Law. ! 


Re PEAKE’S SETTLED ESTATES—North, J., 24th July. 


Serrtep Esrares Act, 1877 (40 & 41 Vicr. c. 18)—Avruority To Seu 
—Femate Trvusress. 


This was a petition under the Settled Estates Act, 1877, and the Settled 
Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, on the part of the trustees and beneficiaries 
under the will, dated the 6th of October, 1877, of Thomas Peake (who 
died on the 23rd of April, 1881) that the trustees might be authorized to 
sell for cash the whole or any part of the testator’s Tileries Estate, and to 
lay out, with the approval of the court, part of the estate for streets, open 
spaces, &c. The present trustees were two ladies, one of whom was a 
widow and one unmarried, and North, J., on the 29th of July, 1893, 
refused to confer the authority upon two ladies, but allowed the peti- 
tion to stand over generally, with liberty to amend (42 W. R. 125; 
1893, 3 Ch. 430). The petition was brought on again upon evidence 
that the ladies were peculiarly fit to be trustees. The estate included 
| minerals, but a slip had occurred since the testator’s death, rendering it 
| hopeless to work the mines ata profit. It was now proposed to sell the 
| land as a building estate, but as the testator’s business was still being 
| carried on, considerable liability attached to the trustees, and it had 
| proved impossible to get anyone but the ladies to act. There was a mort- 
| gage for £30,000 subsisting, and payment was asked of this sum, but if the 
| estate was sold as a building estate payment by degrees would be 
| accepted. Miss Eliza Peake, one of the trustees of the will, had for 
| twenty years before her father’s death drawn business cheques for wages 
| (her father being paralyzed) and looked after the accounts, and was a very 
| shrewd woman of business. The other trustee, her sister, was a widow 
without children, and lived with her. 

Nonrtu, J., said that, as Miss Peake had exceptional qualifications, he 
would make the order, as he thought he might safely do so if ‘‘ with the 
approval of the court ’’ was transposed, so that the authority to sell was 
subject to such approval. The names of the trustees must be put into the 
order, and the authority given to them confined to their joint lives. 
—CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Tyssen; R. F. Norton. Sowtcrrors, 
Cronin, Orgill, & Cronin ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamixtox, Barrister-at-Law. } 





POWELL v. BIRMINGHAM VINEGAR BREWERY CO. (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 
24th July. 


TRape-MARK—Name ov ArTIcLe soLp By Piawwrirr—User ny Derenpant 
ON DIPYERENT ARTICLE—REPRESENTATION CALCULATED TO Degcrive— 
InsuncTion. 


This was a motion by the plaintiff, trading as Goodall, Backhouse, & 
Co , to restrain the defendant company from passing off, or attempting to 
pass off, and from enabling others to pass off, sauce not of the plaintiff's 
manufacture as or for the goods of the plaintiff by the use of the term 
‘* Yorkshire Relish,’ or in any other way. ‘The plaintiff and his pre- 
decessors in title had for thirty-four years and upwards manufactured and 
sold a sauce, the composition of which was a trade secret, under the 
name of ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,”’ and down to November, 1893, the plaintiff's 
sauce was the only sauce in the market known under that name. In 
November, 1893, however, upon the application of the defendant company, 
the trade-mark, ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ (which been registered by the 
plaintiff in 1884), was removed from the register of trade-marks in conse- 
quence of the decision of the House of Lords in Powell v. Birmingham 
Pinan Brewery Co. (1894, A. C. 8), affirming the decision of Chitty, J., 
and the Court of A 1: see Re Powell's Trade-Mark (41 W. R. 627; 
1893, 2 Ch. 388). after the decision of the House of Lords the de- 
fendant company placed upon the market a sauce which they described 
as “‘ Yorkshire Relish,” and the plaintiff thereupon brought the present 
(action. The labels upon the bottles in which the defendants’ sauce 
was wld did not in their general appearance resemble the plaintiff's 
labels, but contained at the top the words “ Yorkshire Kelish’’ in large 
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letters, and below the words ‘‘ Manufactured by the Birmingham Vinegar 
Brewery Co. (Limited), Successors to Holbrook & Co., London and 
Birmingham.’’ The bottles were placed in wrappers containing the same 
words as the labels. The plaintiff's evidence shewed that the defendants’ 
sauce was widely different from the plaintiff's, and as this evidence was 
not contradicted, his lordship assumed, for the cig et of the motion, 
that the sauces were different. Upon the evidence his lordship came to 
the conclusion (1) that, until the defendants put their sauce on the 
market, wholerale and retail dealers ordering ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish ’’ knew 
it to be manufactured, and relied on its being manufactured, by the 
laintiff ; (2) that many consumers, not knowing anything of the manu- 
Loturer, expected to get what they had been accustomed to get, sauce of 
the plaintiff’s manufacture ; (3) that, as the result of the defendant com- 
pany calling their sauce ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ an unwary purchaser, 
seeing the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’? prominently on the defendants’ 
label, and buying the defendants’ article, although the label was different, 
might very well be deceived into thinking that the label was a new one, 
and that he was getting the plaintiff’s sauce. For the plaintiff it was 
contended that the words ‘“‘ Yorkshire Relish’’ referred to a sauce made 
by the plaintiff as distinguished from sauce made by other manufac- 
turers, and that the defendants’ method of describing their sauce was 
likely to mislead purchasers, and to lead them to buy the defendants’ 
sauce as and for the sauce of the plaintiff. The defendants relied on the 
judgments in the House of Lords in Powell v. Birmingham Vinegar Brewery 
Co., contending that the plaintiff had no monopoly in the manufacture, 
and that, consequently, they had a right to sell the same sauce, or even a 
different sauce, and to call it ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.” 


Siratine, J., said the decision of the House of Lords in Powell v. 
Birmingham Vinegar Brewery Co. conclusively established that the words 
“Yorkshire Relish’’ did not constitute a trade-mark of the plaintiff's 
capable of registration under the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 
1883. The plaintiff, nevertheless, might be entitled to such rights in 
respect of the words as entitled him to sue. His lordship refe to the 
judgment of Lord Blackburn in Singer Manufacturing Co. v. Loog (31 
W. R. 325, 8 App. Cas. 15), and said that it was not necessary to consider 
whether, in cases of the class spoken of by Lord Blackburn, it was possible 
that the plaintiff might have an absolute or exclusive right to the name ; 
ordinarily, at all events, his right was not so extensive, and was limited 
to preventing any one from so using the name as to pass off his goods as 
the goods of the plaintiff, It was one of the grounds of the decision of 
the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords that the right of the present 
plaintiff was of the latter kind. Evidence of a very similar nature to that 
which was now before his lordship was adduced in the former litigation. 
[His lordship referred to the judgments of the Court of Appeal and the 

ouse of Lords.] Now the case of Reddaway v. Bentham Hemp Spinning Co. 
(1892, 2 Q. B 639; 41 W. R. Dig. 253) shewed that in order to entitle the 
ps to an injunction it was not necessary for him to make out a case of 
raud or intention to mislead on the part of the defendants, but that it was 
sufficient if he established two things—first, that the words ‘ Yorkshire 
Relish” meant a sauce manufactured by the plaintiff as distinguished 
from sauce made by other manufacturers; and, secondly, that the defend- 
ants so described their sauce as to be likely to mislead purchasers, and to 
lead them to buy the defendants’ sauce as and for the sauce of the plain- 
tiff. It was contended on behalf of the defendants that the plaintiff 
failed to make out either. As regards the former of these two things, it 
was said that the name “‘ Yorkshire Relish’? had been simply used to 
designate or describe the article manufactured by the plaiatiff, and could 
not before November last mean the manufacture of the plaitiff as distin- 
guished from that of other manufacturers, because down to that time the 
plaintiff was the sole manufacturer. It was urged that the plaintiff had 
no monopoly in the manufacture, and that the defendants consequently 
had a right to make and sell the same, or even a different article, and call 
it by the name of ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish.’’ A similar point was considered ia 
the case of Siegert v. Findlater (26 W. R. 459, 7 Ch. D. 801), where the 
plaintiff sought to restrain the use of the word ‘‘ Angostura ”’ in connection 
with a secret preparation, known as ‘‘ Angostura Bitters,”’ it being ad- 
mitted that the defendant’s preparation was different from the plaintiff's. 
From that case it appeared that, although the learned judge held that 
the plaintiff had no exclusive title to the name ‘‘ Angostura Bitters,’’ he 
nevertheless had such a right or an interest in the name as to entitle him 
to an injunction to restrain the use of the words so as to induce the belief 
that the article was made by the plaintiff. It was true that the case was 
one of fraud, but Reddaway v. Bentham Hemp Spinning Co. shewed 
that the plaintiff might succeed without proving fraud. Linoleum 
Manufacturing Co. vy. Nairn (26 W. R. 468, 7 Ch. D. 834) and Re 
Palmer's Trade-Mark (32 W. R. 306, 24 Ch. D. 504) appeared to him to 

shew that the maker of a secret preparation or patented article might, 
while the secret remained undiscovered or the patent was unexpired, 
obtain an injunction to restrain the sale of the goods under the name by 
which the preparation or article was kuown. Down to November last the 
plaintiff was the sole manufacturer of ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish,’’ and he still 
was the sole manufacturer of the article which prior to that time was so 


Seizo ¥. 14 W. R. 357, L. R. 1 Oh. - 192), Massam v. Thorley’ s 
Cattle Food mee w. R. 966, 14 Oh. D. 7 rman (shea a ge 
1891, A. C. 217; 39 W. R. . 235). The : arose the 

endants done so. In his they not. It was quite true that 
the plaintiff’s and defendants’ labels were very different, and that the 
name of the defendants or their appeared as that of the 
manufacturer. The words “ Yi *? however, formed so con- 
aplonoes a part of tha detenieete he Set ie) Saeeeeiaaey 

or 


urchaser, who either knew noeg Ome the manufacturers 


purchasing 
and the plaintiff's evidence appeared to him to shew that 
hap’ . It was not for him to say ho ; 
to distinguish their goods. He took the law to be as laid down in Mont- 
gomery V. Thompson by the Lord Chancellor. 
arse f ene ig ge ~ > ae the form approved of by Lords 
atson and Macnaghten in Montgomery v. Thompson—that Bet 6 oad 
the defendants from using the words ‘*‘ Yorkshire Relish” as descriptive 
of, or in connection with, sauce or relish manufactured by them, or 
sauce or relish (not being of the s manufacture) sold or offered 
for sale by them, without clearly such sauce or relish from 
the sauce or relish of the plaintiff.—Co Graham Hastings, Q.C., and 
J. Cutler ; Moulton, Q.C., , 2.C., Vernon Smith. Soxicttors, 
Salaman ; Thorowgood, Tabor, ¢ Hardeastle, for Cooper ¢ Co., Newcastle, 


Staffordshire. 
(Reported by Arvotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law.)} 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re GLORY PAPER MILLS 00. (LIM.)—Vanghan “Williams, J., 18 
uly. 


Company — Wrxpinc vp — Contrractory — Svnscarsixc Mzmonaxpum — 
Arptication ror SHares ny Inprvrpvat my Name or —ConrTrRact 
—Compantes Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), 8. 23. 


This was an application by Mr. Dunster that his name ae meen 
off the liat of conteibuberien of the qhove-teme® company. mee 
100 shares in the company. The applicant was a of the of 
Dunster & Wekefield, and when tho company. wannagistesed tn. Blog, S87, 
he signed the memorandum in his own name. firm had in 

1887, become the agents for the com , and it was arranged that 
firm should take up and pay for in 100 shares of £10 each in the 


aa 


pf 


ny in consideration of the firm ha’ the agency of the company with 
ge Se nctcen of 2} pac. The signed the form 
in the name cf the , and the shares were allotted to the ae | 


paid up. The company was ordered to be wound up in March, 1 
the applicant was 7 on the list of contribu’ 
shares in respect of his signature of the memorandum. It was stated 


i 
J 
: 


fe 
i 
a 
ert 
rllee 


the signature of a firm. g 
case (34 W. R. 362, 31 Ch. D. 432), Mi 
§ Co. (15 W. R. 166), Nokes’ case (16 W. R. 413, 1135), Beans 
W. R. 543, on “ 
(14 W. R. 335, L. R. 1 Ex. 109). 

Vavonan WILLIAMS, J., the course 
of his judgment that he should be very sorry if there was an injusticedoneas 
the court had no means of setting the inj 
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name is entered on the register of be deemed to be a 
member of the .” It seemed therefore to him to be beyond a 
doubt that the he moment he cgael the memorandum, must 
be deemed to have to become a mem a Oe enqevele 
name ought forth to have been entered on the register. 

and failed in his im not 





putting his name 


said the 
designated ; for upon the evidence before him it must be taken that the signed the memorandum he was acting on behalf of his firm. 


article manufactured by the defendants differs from that made by the | much that 


plaintiff. He stood, therefore, in a similar position to the plaintiff in 
Sieyert v. Findlater or to persons who during the continuance of a patent 
applied the name of the patented article to something not made in 
accordance with the patent. In his opinion, the defendants, if the 
desired to use the words ‘‘ Yorkshire Relish’ in connection with their 
sauce, were bound to take similar precautions to those which the law 
imposed on persons who desired to employ in connection with their 
goods designations to which a plaintiff had no exclusive title, but which by 
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being on the . The directors seeemed to have some misgivings in 
the matter, tenes they did not put the name of the firm on the 
register, but received an application from the other members of the firm. 
The application was unconditional and the allotment was also uncon- 
ditional. Having regard to certain entries in the minute book he could 
not help thinking that on the 17th of May, 1887, the firm had not been 
appointed agents of the company, and were very anxious to get the 
appointment. The allotment could not satisfy the applicant’s liability. 

e only authority he need allude to was Nokes’ case (supra). [His lord- 
ship stated the facts in that case and said that it was wholly different from 
the -—) The application must be refused, with costs.—CovnszL, 
Buckley, Q.C., and Methold; Farwell, Q.C., and £. 8. Ford. Soricrrors, 
Blachford § Riches ; Goldring $ Bell. 


[Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxz, Barrister-at-Law. | 


DAVIES +. BOLTON & CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 23rd July. 


Company—Winpixc vup—DegpentvurE— IRReGULARITIES IN 
Arnticies or AssoctaTion—Serat or Company. 


This was a debenture action brought by G. L. Davies against the above- 
named company to enforce a first mortgage debenture issued to Bolton, 
the vendor to the company, which was immediately transferred to Davies, 
a after wrk nay angonce of the action to Cecil Fane, who obtained 

ve to continue the proceedings. e com: was in liquidation, and 
the action was defended by the official seceiver anf liquidator in the name 
of the company. Yarious objections were raised to the debenture—viz., 
(1) that it was not properly issued by the company, on the ground that 
the seal of the —— had never been affixed to the instrument, nor was 
the instrument sealed or delivered with the authority of or so as to bind 
the company. It appeared that the debenture was sealed in the presence 
of i m, the secretary of the company, and of Bolton, and was then 
handed to someone acting on Davies’ behalf. The only director present 
was Bolton. It was also objected that no meeting of the directors was 
held or convened at which the necessary resolution could be , and 
that the seal was affixed by the sole authority of Bolton, the person in 
whoee favour the instrument purported to be made, and that no other 
director of the company was ye or voted in favour of the affixing of 
the seal, and no meeting of the directors had been convened for that pur- 

orin fact. It was further objected that, even if a meeting of the 
had been duly convened, article 95 prohibited Bolton from 
passing any such resolution as required by article 118, and that the moneys 
to be secured were not moneys which the director had power to 
secure within the meaning of the articles. The following are the material 
clauses in the articles :—55. ‘‘The directors may from time to time, at 
their discretion, raise or borrow any sum or sums of money for the pur- 
poses of the company, but co that the moneys at any one time owing shall 
not, without the sanction of a general meeting, exceed the nominal amount 
of the capital of the company.”’ 56. ‘‘ The directors may borrow or raise, 
secure the repayment of such moneys, in such manner and upon such 
and conditions as they think fit, and in-particular by mortgage of or 
the issue of debentures or debenture stock of the company, perpetual 
otherwise, with or without a trust deed, charged upon all or any part of 
and rights of the company (both present and future), in- 
its uncalled or unpaid capital for the time being.” 95 provided 
that no director should vote in respect of any contract in which he was 
and if he did vote his vote should not be counted. 115. ‘‘ Any 
mortgage, bond, debenture, trust deed, or other security bearing the 
sea] es company pot Bes = valuable consideration, = 
on the company, n thstanding any irregularity touchin 
of the directors or officers or servants of the company to 
and no person taking any such security shall be bound to 
limit by article 55 has not been exceeded.” 
18. ** The common seal of the company shall be deposited at the office of 
the company, and shall never be affixed to any document except in the 
presence of two , ov of one Gleccter and the secustary on the per- 
acting as secretary, and in of a resolution of the directors, 
or a commitice of the directors fully authorized by the directors.” By 
article 89 Bolton was to be first — director with the remaining six 
subscribers to the memorandum, until other directors should be appointed 
to act with Bolton. 

Vavonax Wiitsms, J., said that the practice of insolvent traders 
turning themselves into limited companies and then issuing debentures in 
favour of some or all the creditors of the particular t —debentures 

secured really the that was payable by the company to the 
seemed to him, become extremely frequent. 
rm cases the whole operation was a mere 
t involved conduct which, if it was that of an individual trader 
as @ fraud upon 
takin 


IssuzB or— 
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ges 
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his creditors. 
the benefit of the 
. His 
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view, made in respect of matters which were mere irregularities. 


related principally to the internal management of the company, and whey 3 
had been affixed to 


the court was satisfied that the seal of the company 
the debenture in the course of business by those who had the management 
and control of the company, non-compliance in the manner pointed ont 
seemed to come within the terms of and to be cured by article 115. 
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there had been anything on the face of the debenture which sheweda © 


non-compliance with the articles his lordship wculd have considered the 
cate not to be covered by article 115. The debenture was signed & 
Bolton and the secretary. [His lordship read article 118 and continued :— 


This debenture was, ex facie, signed by one director in the presence of the — 


secretary. It was urged that this was not sufficient, because Bol 
being an interested party, was not a director who had authority to sign, 
having re to article 95. That was true, but an examination of the 
articles would not tell the solicitors of this defect. They could not tel] 
whether Millington was a director. The debenture was valid, and must be 
enforced. On the question of costs his lordship said he would ascertain 
what was the practice of the Chancery Division.—Counsget, Herbert 
Reed, Q.C., and’ Eastwick ; 0. L. Clare. Soxtcrrors, Deacon, Gibson, § 
Medcalfe ; Firth § Co 
{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SOUTH AMERICAN AND MEXICAN CO. (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, 
J., 20th July. 


Jupement ny Conseyt—Res Jupicata—EstTorpet. 


This was a summons by the Bank of England in the winding up of the 
above-named company that the decision of the official receiver and 
liquidator by which he rejected a proof of the bank might be reversed and 
the proof of the bank might be admitted in whole, raising a question 
whether a judgment by consent estopped the official receiver from 
disputing the existence of an agreement binding the company. The 
pm mare fd order was made on the 2nd of August, 1893, and the bank 
claim 


that at the date of the order the company was indebted tothe ~ 


bank in a sum of £401,595 5s. 5d., against which the bank held security 
estimated at £170,000. The following are the circumstances connected 
with the proof. In April, 1891, Murrietta & Co. owed the bank a sum of 
about £585,000, and in June, 1891, negotiations took place between 
Murrietta & Co. and the company with the result that the above-named 
company became liable for the debt which Murrietta & Co. owed the bank. 
The debt was payable by instalments, and the first instalment of £100,000 
was paid by the company in the early part of 1892. In July, 1892, the 
bank sued the company for the second instalment, which was alleged to be 
due on the 19th of June, 1892. The er denied the agreement, and 
counter-claimed for a return of the instalment already paid. When the 
action came on for trial before Kennedy, J., a compromise was arrived at 
and a judgment taken by consent. 

VauGHan Witurams, J.—I am of opinion that my decision must be in 
favour of the Bank of England. The reason why I have had any doubts 
has been that I could see so little reason for doubting that I was afraid 
that I must be overlooking something. There are two questions which 
arise in this case. One question is, What would be the effect of the 
judgment if it had been arrived at in the ordinary way instead of being 
by consent? The second question is whether it makes any difference that 
the judgment was by consent. I will deal with the second point first. 
I am of opinion that the fact that the judgment was by consent makes no 
difference whatever. It is quite true that the judgment by consent was 
based upon an agreement between the | cng and that if it is notin 
accordance with that agreement it should be altered so as to be made in 
accordance with it. The ordinary course would be a proceeding to reform 
the jud t if it was not in accordance with the agreement. Ido not 
know whether, in an action between the official receiver and the Bank of 
England, I should think it necessary to compel the official receiver to 
resort to such a roundabout method. It seems to me the proper course 
would be, as he represents the creditors, to allow the official receiver to go 
behind the judgment if iis terms differed from those of the agreement, 
which is the basis of the judgment. But I have not to decide that, 
because it is not suggested that the judgment was drawn up otherwise 
than according to the agreement between the parties. In these circum- 
stances it seems to me that the only question left to me as to the first 
point is whether a judgment by consent, upon which the court has not 
exercised ite mind, can or cannot create an estoppel between parties. I am 
of opinion that it can. I have never heard it —— that it could not. 
It has always been the law that a judgment obtained by consent raises an 
estoppel just as much as ina cate where the court has exerciscd a judicial 
discretion in the matter after hearing an argument. ‘The basis of the 
law of 1 in these cases is that, when once the parties have itteates 
a matter, the judgment should put an end to the litigation, and if the 
parties sgree on 4 [op that raises an estoppel 
the questions had been fought out. One of the authorities cited to 
me was Jenkins v. Robertson (L. KR. 1H. L. 117,15 W. R. Dig. 7). That, 
however, is not adecision on the general law. It was an action in which, 
according to the law of Scotland, one is allowed tu represent the 

blic, the result of it binding the public at large. All that the House of 

‘ords decided was that the decision in such an action would not bind the 
public if the result was arrived at by consent, and, 4 fortiori, if it was 


| arrived at by a purchased consent. ‘That does not touch t his matter at all. 


Under these circumstances I come to the conclusion that I must treat this 
j t, although by consent, as being binding upon the parties to the 
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¢ presence of Bolton | 
9%, he thought that article 115 applied so 
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was not s compliance with article 
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in just the same way as if it were a judgment arrived at after the 
case had been fought out. That being so, the other question which I have 
to consider is as to what matters it is conclusive. The action was for 
£100,000, which was an instalment of 9 debt alleged by the statement of 
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claim to have been agreed to be paid by the defendants to the plaintiffs at 


specified dates, the identity be established by the 
delivered with the statement of claim. t seems to me le that 
the plaintiffs could have recovered in that action without lishing that 


agreement. Then what is the judgment ? Itis this: ‘‘ This action having 
., « beentried before Kennedy, J., withouta jury (byconsent), . . . 
avd the said Kennedy, J., ha by consent ordered that judgment 
should be entered for the plaintiffson the claim for £100,000 and costs, and 
dismissed the counter-claim with costs, and the said judge having alsoordered 
by consent that execution should be stayed except as to the costs, and that if 
within three weeks from the . . . 30th of June 1893, the sum of 
£60,000 was paid to the plaintiffs,’’ or secured as therein mentioned, 
“the plaintiffs should account it . . . in full discharge of all claim on 
the defendants. . . . It is this day adju that the plaintiffs 
recover from the defendants £100,000 and costs to be taxed. that the 
defendants’ counter-claim be dismissed with costs to be taxed.” It seems 
to me that that is a judgment for the £100,000 claimed in the statement of 
claim. I should have had no doubt even if there had been no counter- 
claim, but that makes it to me all the more clear that the £100,000 men- 
tioned in the judgment is the £100,000 claimed under the same agreement, 
the non-existence of which was the basis of the counter-claim. I think it 
is plain what was done in the action. The plaintiffs alleged the existence 
of an agreement, and claimed £100,000 as due under it. The defendants 
said that no such agreement existed, and the plaintiffs — to pay them 
back the money. That being so, it seems plain to me that the effect of 
the judgment was that there was such an mt, and therefore judg- 
ment for £100,000 must be entered for the plaintiffs, and the counter- 
claim for the return of the first £100,000, which was based on the non- 
existence of the agreement, must be dismissed. Under these circumstances 
it is abundantly clear that the existence of this particular ent was 
of the essence of the plaintiffs’ claim in the action. It would have been 
impossible that the plaintiffs should have recovered the £100,000 in the 
action unless they had established that the agreement existed. It is said 
that it isa mere coincidence that the amount for which judgment was 
taken by consent was the same as the amount which was claimed in the 
action, and that there was no judgment on the claim itself, but that 
it was only intended that that amount should be paid, but not under the 
claim, or in respect of it, and that the existing action was only uscu us 
machinery for securing the amount. If that was the intention there was a 
very simple mode of carrying it out, and that mode was not followed. 
The judgment on the claim and counter-claim affirms the existence of the 

ment, and under these circumstances the official receiver cannot be 
awed to question the claim of the applicants. I give judgment accord- 
ingly in the terms of the summonses. The applicants must have their 
costs. —Counsg, Finlay, Q.C., H. D. Greene, Q.C., R. Bray, and H. Wright ; 
Moulton, Q.C., and G. P. C. Lawrence. Soxtcrrors, Freshfields ; Hollams, 
Sons, Coward, § Hawkesley. 

| Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
IND, COOPE, & CO. v. KIDD—Q. B. Div., 20th July. 


Recervern—Lianitiry—SvumMs RECEIVED AND PAID TO SoLIcITOR FOR THE 
ParTIRzs ENTITLED—AGENCY OF SoLIctTor. 


Appeal from an order of the judge in chambers, affirming the decision 
of a master, disallowing in the accounts of the receiver in this action a 
sum of about £400 which he had paid to the solicitor who had acted for 
the plaintiffs, and which the solicitor had failed to hand over to the 
persons entitled to it under the order appointing the receiver. The 
receiver had d this amount to the solicitor in various sums and at 
various times during a period of three years, and had taken one — 
from the solicitor for the aggregate sum so paid, no separate receipt for 
each sum having been given. The order by which the receiver was 
appointed directed him to receive an annuity and other moneys to which 
the defendant was entitled, ‘‘ and, in the first place, to pay or allow 
thereout the sum of £1 per week to the defendant for her maintenance, 
and, next, to pay the costs of and relating to this application and of 
the interim oles for receiver and of the receivership (such costs to be 
taxed in case the parties differ), and then to py e amount of the 
judgment debt, £269 1s. 2d., and £7 7s. costs due to the above-named 
— Ind, Coope, & Oo., and, after satisfaction of such —— 

ebt and costs, to pay, pari passu, any debts owing by the t to 
Messrs. Aitchison & Co., and £7 7s., the agreed amount of their costs of 
action, and any debts owing by the defendant to Mesers. Robertson, 
Sanderson, & Co., and any debts owing to Messrs. Blair & Co.’’ It was 
contended on behalf of the receiver that the solicitor was agent for the 
parties entitled, and that, on the anal of the practice as to moneys 
received under a fi. fu , the receiver ought to have credit for the moneys 

to the solicitor. Powel v. Little (Win. Blackst. 7), Crozer v. Pilling i 

. & 0, 26), Bevins v. Hulme (15 M. & W. 88), Hemming v. Hale (29 L. J. 
©. P. 137), Re Browne's Estate (19 L. R. Ir. 183), Dixon v. Wilkinson (4 De 
~B, J. 508), and Daniell’s Chancery Practice, 6th ed., p. 1702, were 
c 


Tue Court (Maruaw and Day, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Maruew, J.—-This appeal must be dismissed. he receiver was 
appointed to receive an annuity and other moneys, and to apply what he 
received in the manner pointed out by the order by which he was 
appointed. It is quite clear that he ought to have paid the moneys to the 

ns and acco ing to the priorities mentioned in the order; it was his 
= Aa ha ay it himself to those or to see that it was paid to 
m. netend 


of doing so, he paid it to the gentleman who had acted as 





tor 

intentional irregularity on the of the receiver ; 
shouldbe applied by the ealtor to 
the terms of the order. solicitor not so it. The . 
is whether the solicitor was agent for the j creditors. It is clear 
to me that he was agent for the receiver . It is contended that a 
sheriff is permitted to pay the proceeds of an execution to the solicitor of 
the judgment creditor. The — of that practice, no doubt, was to 
hasten the release of the debtor from prison. We are asked to extend 
that practice to the case of a payment by a receiver. Execution by means 
of a receiver is an im on See Se peeaeeee ones ee 
The practice on the t is correctly in the passage whick has been 
cited from Daniell. A receiver must pay the money received to the right 
persons and must obtain proper He has not done so in this case, 
and I think the order of the judge in chambers was right. 

Day, J., agreed. Appeal dismissed.—Counssi, Lawson Walton, Q.C. 
and Fox; Carson, Q.C., and Lush ; Robson, Q.C., and Chester ; Ashton Cross. 
Sortcrrors, J. E. ¢ H. Scott ; Johnson, Weatherall, § Sturt ; Charles Rogers ; 


Arthur Vernon. 
[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 





*,* In the report of Re J. F. Read (ante, p. 581) the names of Messrs. 
Halses, Trustram, & Co. should have been mentioned as the London 
agents for Mr. Read. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts from the annual of the council :— 
Number of Members.—The society now of 7,490 members, 
whom 3,358 practise in town and 4,132 in the country ; 300 new members 
have joined the society during the past year, and, after deducting the loss 
caused by death and other causes, the increase is 75. The number of 
solicitors who took out certificates for the year 1893 was upwards of 15,000. 
Extension of the Society. —The council have considered the effect 
on the society’s funds by the alteration (made in the year 1883) m 
amount of the subscriptions of country mem! 
on the one hand there has been an increase of 1,084 in the number of 
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Seer ie ie See so as to embrace as far as possible 
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The Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P.—On the occasion of the appointment 
of the ht Hon. H. H. Fowler (a 
Majesty’s princi 
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as soon as practicable, and that only a suflicient number of copies of the 
list should be ted each month to meet the demand which may be made 
by members of the eociety—members being charged 6d. and non-members 
1s. per copy, the fee of 5s. for entries remaining the same as before, except 
that the period during which an entry is kept on the books is three instead 
of six months. The council again desire to draw the attention of members 
to the value to the profession of the registry, as enabling them to negotiate 
sales, mortgages, and other investments for their clients withont the inter- 
vention of ts. That the registers have been of considerable service 
to the ession is evidenced by the large number of daily searches and 
of entries which have been made upon them, representing in the aggre- 
gate—{) Securities offered on mortgage, £6,988,300; and (+) money for 

westment on mortgage, £7,698,332. With regard to sales of land and 
other es, it is impossible to give the aggregate value, as no 
reference to it is made on the registers. It is hoped that the profession 
will make still ter use of the registers in the future than they have 
done in the Besides the property registers there are also registers 
of (z) c ps vacant; (r)clerkships wanted. A fee of 1s. is charged in 
the first instance for each entry by a clerk, with a renewal feé’of 1s. at the 
end of every three nonths, which includes the right of searching register 
(z), and clerks who have not entered their names in the register are per- 
mitted to search for three months on payment of a fee of Is. A solicitor 
who requires a clerk has to pay a fee of 2s. 6d., such fee giving the 
privilege of both making an entry and searching until suited. 

Corporation Leases.—Complaint has again been made of the objectionable 
covenant inserted by some corporations in their leases, to the effct that all 
deeds relating to the property should be prepared by the solicitor for the 
lessor at the expense of the lessee. The council consider that covenants 
of this a are an unjust interference with the liberty of the lessee 
and persons desirous of dealing with the leased property, and that where 
such covenants exist they should not be enforced, and that they should not 
be inserted in future leases. They have accordingly addressed a circular 
on the subject to the corporations in question. 

Classification of Cause Lists—At the annual provincial meeting held at 
Plymouth in 1891 a resolution was parsed in favour of the separation of 
commercial actions from the Queen’s Bench general cause list, with the 
view to more er and certain trial of such actions. The council took 

to consideration, and as soon as possible formed a joint 
committee with the Bar Committee, and early in 1892 the joint committee 
reported to the Lord Chancellor that ‘‘if the High Court of Justice was 
to regain the confidence of the commercial commurity, or even retain its 
limited share in the settlement of mercantile disputes, it was imperative 
that a separate list should be established for the entry of commercial 
actions, and that such list should be disposed of by a judge specially 
assigned for that purpose.’’ A summary was given of actions which this 
ist should contain, and various suggestions were made for carrying the 
scheme into effect. In reply to further suggestions communicated to the 
laid special stress upon the following points :—(1) That it 
le to discontinue the sittings in the Guildhall, but 
that plaintiffs should be at liberty to lay the venue in London, 
so as to insure their actions being tried by a special jury from London. 
(2) That the recommendation made on several previous occasions by the 
council, that divisional courts should be abolished, and that all matters 
hitherto heard before such courts should be heard before a single judge, 


ti 


sbould be . (3) That the list for the day should always be pub- 
lished at the of the mid-day adjournment for luncheon on the day 
before. (4) That it should be the duty of some officer of the court to 


to be reached should not appear in the day’s list. The 
ueen’s Bench Division have recently published some regu- 
provide for the more regular sittings of courts to hear actions, 
without juries, either special or common ; to provide a separate 
the trial of commercial actions, and to secure the publication of 
cases to be in the paper during the week following the publica - 


ascertain ue te duration of trials, with the view of insuring that a 
the 


: 
a8 


a 


tion, and have ado most of the suggestions made by the council. 
Long Vacation Business.—An opportunity was afforded to the council in 
July last of seeing the draft of some regulations for the transaction of 
during the Long Vacation. Representations made by the 
counsil to the proper authorities have led to arrangements under whice 
ae of money out of court can be obtained during thh 
Long V: > 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
June, 1894. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 


of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following as being entitled to honorary distinction :— 


Finer Crass. 
[In order of Merit. ] 

Sreruex Lex MacAxvuew, who served his clerkship with Mr. James 
Hawes, of London. 

Paves Davin Tuomas, who served his clerkship with Mr. William Henry 
David, of the firm of Messrs. R. P. Morgan & David, of Neath. 

Faspeesws Wiii1su Bisnor, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Thomas Oblein, of London. 
Tuouss Atrozp Goauax, who served his clerkship with Mesers. Rooker 








& Bazeley, of Bideford; and Messrs. Minet, Harvie, Smith, & Muy, of 
London. 

Geratp Osc, Brscoop, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Reginald Lowbridge Foster, of Wells. 

Watrer Powerit Nicuoxas, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas 
Stephen Edwards, of Newport. 

Seconp Crass, 
{In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Ralph Stuart Bond, who served his clerkship with Mr. Stephen Wood. 
bridge, of the firm of Messrs. Woodbridge & Sons, of London. 

Alfred Percival Dell, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles 
Goddard, of the firm of Messrs. Peacock & Goddard, of London. 

Samuel Oscar Gray, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Freshfields & 
Williams, of London. 

Charles Alexander Hooper, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alfred Octavius Kirby, of the firm of Messrs. Gedge, Kirby, & Millett, of 
London. 

Lovell Latham, who served his clerkship with Mr. Lionel Barned 
Mozley, of London. 

Richard Henry Leech, who served his. clerkship with Mr. Edwyn Holt, 
of the firm of Messrs. Holt & Risque, of Manchester. 

Arthur Edward Willoughby Marshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
John Graham, of the firm of Messrs. Nicholson, Graham, & Graham, of 
London. 

John Marshall, who served his clerkship with Mr. Odden Frederick 
Read, of Mildenhall ; and Mr. John Jarrett Morten, of the firm of Mesers. 
Morten, Cutler, & Co., of London. 

Ernest Wrigley Perkins, who served his clerkship with Mr. Alexander 
Neill, of Bradford. 

Arthur Neville Stephens, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Alfred Stephens, of London. 

Percival Sterry, who served his clerkship with Mr. Thomas Hayward 
Budd and Mr. Edwin Hart, of the firm of Messrs. Budd, Brodie, & Hart, 
of London. 

John Fairbairn Stewart, who served his clerkship with Mr. Adolphus 
Havergal Dickinson, of Newcastle-on-Tyne. 

Robert Coare Swaine, who served his clerkship with Mr. Walter Edward 
Moore, of the firm of Messrs. Wilde, Berger, & Moore, of London. 

Reginald John White, who served his clerkship with Mr. Sydney Pitt, 
of London. 

Tutrp Crass. 
[In Alphabetical Order. ] 

Robert Edmund Campbell, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Alfred William Lightbody, of the firm of Messre. Cleveland & Lightbody ; 
and Mr. Joseph Benjamin Murray, both of London. 

Gerar Duncomb Clough, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Wakeham Purkis, of London. 

Charles Christopher Davie, LL.B., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
William Dawes Freshfield, of the firm of Messrs. Freshfields & Williams, 
of London. 

Ernest Croudace Dobinson, who served his clerkship with Mr. John 
Carr Bolam, of Sunderland. 

Reginald Claude Gould, who served his clerkship with Mr. William 
Henry Pitman, of the firm of Messrs. Pitman & Sons, of London. 

Frank Fraser Haddock, who served his clerkship with Messrs. Clarke & 
Son, of High Wycombe. 

Frank Seaton Ingle, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Edward 
Little, of the firm of Messrs. Little & Lyle, of Bath ; and Messrs. Busk & 
Mellor, of London. 

William Dampier Jeans, who rerved his clerkship with Mr. John Gray 
Farrer Morgan, of Manchester; and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & Co, of 
London. 

John Kenyon, who served his clerkship with the late Mr. John Holden 
Clarke, of Bolton ; and Mr. Robert Turner, of Manchester. 

Gilbert Walter King, who served his clerkship with Mr. Frederick John 
Bevis, of the firm of Messrs. Livesay, Woolley, & Bevis, of Brighton ; and 
Mersrs. Rose & Johnson, of London. 

Herbert Graham Lester, who rerved his clerkship with Messrs. Masters 
& Rogers, of Liverpool. 

Thomas Edward Partington, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Henry Fuller Acland Hood, of the firm of Messrs. Radcliffe, Cator, & 
Hood, of London. 

Hugh Vaughan Pears, M.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry 
Temple Pears, of the firm of Messrs. Barnes, Pears, & Ellis, of London. 

William Tyler Ricketts, who eerved his clerkship with Mr. William 
Tyler Ricketts, of London. 

George Cliften Sherrard, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. George 
Clifton Sherrard, of London and Kingston-on-Thames. 

William Stunt, who served his clerkship with Mr. Charles Edward 
Broughton, of the firm of Messrs. Broughton, Nocton, & Broughton, of 
London; and Mr. Francis Stunt, of the firm of Messrs. Meggy & Stunt, of 
Chelmsford. 

Frederick .Arthur Percy Sylvester, who served his clerkship with Mr. 
Charles Atkins Collins, of the firm of Mesers. Collins, Mann, & Rodway, 
of Trowbridge ; and Messrs. Whitakers & Woolbert, of London. 

Henry Nelson Tebbs, who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Tebbs, 
of Bedford. 

Joseph William Ward, who served his clerkship with Mr. Vrederick 
Goodwin, of London. 

Percy Wiltshire, who served bis clerkship with Mr. Charles Henry Wilt- 
shire, of the firm of Messrs. Wiltshire & Sons, of Great Yarmouth. 
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The Council of the Incor 


ted Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and a books :— 


the following of ; 
To Mr. MacAndrew—prize of the Honourable Society of Clement’s-inn— 
yelue about £10; and the Daniel Reardon —value about 20 b 
To Mr. Thomas—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas. 
To Mr. Bishop—prize of the Honourable Society of New-inn—value 10 


ineas. 
B"To Mr. Goaman, Mr. Bisgood, and Mr. Nicholas—prizes of the Incor- 
rated Law Society—value 5 guineas. 
To Mr. Bisgood—‘‘ The John Mackrell Prize ’’—value about £12. 
The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 
and third classes. 
One hundred and four candidates gave notice for the examination. 





INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
PRELIMINARY EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Preliminary Examination held on the 4th and 5th July, 
1894. :— 


Argyle, Edward Percy Lewis, David James 

Armstrong, Percy Francis Treveven Longinotto, Leo 

Atkinson, Kenneth Herford Loscombe, Frank Henry 

Baker, Spencer Lumley, Herbert Lennox 
Barker, Francis Guy McGowen, Edgar 

Bellamy, William Henry Meaden, Louis 

Benson, Arthur Cecil Merrett, Henry John 

Besant, Ernest George Morgan, David Hughes 

Blaxley, Francis John Morgan, William Richard 
Bower, Norman Dow Moses, Gregory Cavorke 
Bridges, Charles Oppenheimer, Herbert 

Brodie, Alexander Parker, Robert Tottenham 
Brydon, Robert Shadforth Parkinson, John Wilson Henry 
Burton, Edmund Gerald Pascall, Charles Montague 
Butler, Joseph Henry Perkins, Montague Thornton 
Caesar, William Robert Phillips, Herbert Ashley 

Childs, Hugh Wyndham Phillips, James Robert 

Chowne, Cecil Tilson Phillips, John Henry 

Clegg, John Bright Poulter, Horatio Orlando 
Cockburn, John Geddes Hunter Ram, Francis Robert 

Coe, Jobn : Raper, Robert George 

Collin, Peter Charles de Egglesfield Reynolds, Edward Lionel 

Cook, John Richardson, Frederic Henry 
Cotching, Thomas Roberts, Arthur Edward Campbell 
Craven, James Chadwick Rook, Frederick Rownson 
Dand, Robert 

Davies, Robert Owen 
Dawson, William Clarke 
Devas, Arthur Edward 
Entwistle, Joseph 
Eteson, Frank Bayley 


Ruddle, Simeon Skeete 
Russell, George Shipton 
Salmon, Claud Garrett 
Sargeant, Kinneff Napier 


Evans, Arthur John Sells, Harold 

Evans, Cecil Wilfrid Slater, George Henry 
Firth, Henry Smith, Charles Aubrey 
Ford, Reginald Arthur Smith, Ernest Arscott 
Furze, Arthur Percy Southley, Thomas Griffith 
Garrod, Horace Charles Sparrow, Reginald George 


George, William 

Glover, Henry Percy 

Godfrey, Astley Cooper 

Grant, Herbert Ceci 

Grove, Edward Dunsterville 
Harrison, Charles Reginald 
Holland, William 

Holloway, Ernest James 

Hopley, Charles Frederick Cayzer 
Horne, Benjamin Worthy 
Hothersall, Charles Ernest Ellis 
Howse, Geoffrey Gatliff Watkins, Stephen Walter 
Hulbert, Charles Kenelm Wild, John 

Humphery, Roland Oliphant Percy Williams, Alured Humphrey 
Hunton, Cecil James Woodforde Wills, Francis Sleep 

Jenner, John Henry 

Jones, Sydney 

Jones, Victor Dryden Gerrard 
Langham, Edward Hennah 


Spicer, John Wynne 
Stokoe, Charles Herbert 
Sugar, James Burt 
Sumpter, Herbert James Cecil 
Tatham, Christopher 
Taylor, Harold Merton 
Thomas, John Matthias 
Thompson, George Meadley 
Trevor, Thomas Warren 
Trimmer, William Bradly 
Walker, Charles Selborne 





LEGAL NEWS. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Frepertcx T. Aston, solicitor, of 61, Gresham House, Old Broad- 
street, London, has been appointed a Commissioner for administerin 
Oaths and Declarations fh taking the Acknowledgments of Married 
Women in London for the Colony of Western Australia, and also a Com- 
mi-sioner for taking Affidavits in London in Suits pending in the Supreme 
Court of the Colony of the Cape of Good Hope. Mr. Aston has aleo 
been appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in England in all 
proceedings in the Supreme Court of South Australia. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.utions. 


Henry Baker, Caantes VanpYKe Tuorneycaort, and Gzoncs Harry 
Wu, solicitors, Bishop’s Stortford (Baker & Thorneycroft). Dec. 31. 
[ Gazette, July 20. 


Wim Avevusrus Rostnson and Gzorcs MarsHaut Roxtson, solici- 
tors, Keighley, Skipton, and Settle (Robinson & Robinson). June 30. 
(Gazette, July 24. 


GENERAL. 


The General Council of the Bar have decided, following the report of a 
sub-committee appointed by the Bar Committee, to consider and report 
on the question that a barrister would not be in order in accepting a brief 
from a vestry clerk who is not a solicitor in a local government inquiry. 


On the 20th inst. the Royal assent was given by commission to the 
Merchandise Marks (Prosecutions), Bishopric of Bristol Act (1884) Amend- 
ment, Injured Animals, Outdoor Relief (Friendly Societies), Wild Birds 
Protection Act (1880) ree Fisheries (Shell Fish), Prevention 
of Cruelty to Children, and a number of other Bills. 


Messrs. Maddox, Son, & Green, of Warwick-court, Gray’s-inn, held 
an important sale of West-end leasehold at the Mart on / 
Monday last, with the following highly results :—A house in | 
| Conduit-street, Bond-street, from the Corporation of London, renew- | 
able for ever, fetched £6,500; No. 11, Stanhope-place, Hyde-park, — 
£1,170; the stab adjoining, £300; No. 12, ey ‘eee £1,320; | 
No. 110, Crawford-street, Marylebone, £290 ; No. 4, -road, Maida- | 
vale, £1,350; No. 6, Clifton-road, Maida-vale, i 
road, Maida-vale, £1,250; No. 1, Montague-square, W., £165. Bringing | 
the total day’s sale to £13,695. 7 


Admiralty (con 
for many years, the 
the judges of the een yb ee and other high officials were formerly 


sworn, and the manuscript Laws of Oleron, are original and interesting 
books and are of great antiquity and value. They have now, with the 
pan poeta ete ~Kabyod  - Marshal (which had also been lost 
and has only lately been recovered), put into a -made case 
and placed in Sir Francis Jeune’s room at the Law where they 
form part of the Admiralty Court pe which is a library of consider- 

umes. These arrangements have 


g 
br 
a 
a 
F 


bee 
Admiralty Court Library. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reoisrnans 1x ArrexpDayce on 








Date Aprgat Coust Mr. Justice . Justice 
‘ No. 2. Caurrrr. Norra. 
Monday, Jaly...... ~i a ton Mr. Jackson Mr. belivey 
nn Reema Seckeon Leach 
Thursday 2 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Friday ....... 3 Jackson Leach 
Saturday oecee 4 Ward Clowes Godfrey 
Mr. Justice A>. Justice 
Romrz. 
Monday, July ...... Mr. Beal 
-—= Beat 
ie _— 
Beda nv haan <a Beat 
Pugh 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 

BIRTHS. 
Bearess ue 20, ot Feements, tho wife of Frank Oldfield Hartley, barrister-at-law, of 
Rasriay July oh, ob Mieatantn, Cutan, Eanaatie, Ge wef Ww Hartley, solicitor, 
ag ert rena ee tf 21, at 35, Lge ye ong Kensington, the wife of 

MARRIAGE. 

Wi 

daughter of Gcorge’ Wells Tisit, By. of 


Tvcx—Ho.r.—Jaly 19, at West 
Southwol to , 
u id, Solicitor, Evelyn Mary 








Ww 
m wn have the Banlary Hovsz Puacnaszas & Lasszas. oy Tinh 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszetie.—Faipay, July 20. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep rm CHancery. 

Frivaxciat Tavst Conroratiox, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 10, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Flaxman 
Haydon, 16, Union ct, Old Broad st 

em New Motive Powssr Co, Liurrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 27, 

their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Robert 

Wiles , 28, rd, Southsea 

Rovat Kexr Horen Co, SAxDGATE, Limitep—Petn for winding up, 

directed to on Aug 1. Waterhouse & Co, 1, New ct, Lincoln’s inn, agents for 
Stephens & Urmston, Maidstone, solors for petners. Notice ‘of appearing must reach 

not later than 6 o'clock in the oe of July 31 

Srvusps Prevmatic Trae Co, Linrren—C uired, on or before Sept 3, to send 
their names and addresses, and ~ of aes heir debts or claims, to Thomas Walton 
} ~~ pamela George st, Mani Boote & Edgar, Manchester, solors for liqui- 

London Garette.—Turspay, July 24. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lirtep rm CHancery. 

Beaune, Bisnor, & Bazyanvs, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 17, directed 
} : Aug } Prite . 27, ——es —_ for = a solor 
— otice appearing must reac the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 

the afternoon of July 31 r 

Bersto. Exrine Patace or Varieties, Lawirep—Creditors are required, on or before 

4, to send names and ad and particulars of their debts or 2laims, to 
John Wells, St Stephen’s avenue, Bristol 

Exscuisu asp Scortish MercaxtTite IxvEsTMENT Co, Liuirrp—Petn for winding u 
presented to be heard on Wednesday, Aug 1. Maddisons, 1, King 3 
Notice + Appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 


Atl required, on or before Sept 8, to send their 
of t theiz debts or claims, to Frederick Stirling 
muse, Goddard, & Co, Amen corner, Newcastle on Tyne. Wil- 

kinson & Marshall, Newcastle on Tyne, solors for liquidator 
Rosgert Hyvzg Buckter & Sows, a for winding UP. presented July 23, directed 
to be heard on Aug 1. & Attlee, 10, Billiter sq, solors for petners. Notice of 
must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


31 

Surasa axp Cassaza Raitway Co, Liurrep—Debenture-holders and other creditors are 
on or Aug 4, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their 

or claims, to Ottiwell Charles Waterfield, 7, Great Winchester st. Bircham & Co, 

50, Old 3 Broad st, solors for liquidator 

Sreampoatr Associariox, Lonrsp—Petn for winding up, presented July 21, 
Girected to be heard on Aug. Parker & Co, St. Michael’s Rectory, Cornhill, solors for 
Notice of must the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in 


Wesr Exp —— Go, Lix om —Petn for winding ding =P, presented July 21, directed to be 
heard on Aug ery lane, solor for petner. N »tice of appearing must 
reach the abovenamed not Sob later than 6 feknk in the attemnan of Daly ta 

FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 

Gazsiscrox New Bexerit Socierr, Garsington, Oxford. July 14 


a oa July 17, 


] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazetie.—Faivar, July 6. 


Surrn, Taouas Avtorr, Friern Barnet, Middlesex Oil Merchant 
Stirling, J Chapman, Bedford row 


London Gazette.—Tresvay, July 10. 
Paszorr, Taouas, Sutton, nr Macclesfield, Gent Augi Wright v Parrott, Chitty, J 
Daniel, Macclesfield 


Augé Smith v Smith, 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Fatpar, July 13. 
Apous, Heszr Beooxr, Fenchurch et, Oil Merchant Augié Kennett, Lincoln’s ion 
Ariwanp, Eowszp Beecurz, Walton on Thames Augis Aylward, Clifford’s inn 
Benarss, Jomayses, EAgbaston, Merchant Aug3l Smith & Co, Birmingham 
Basscazz, Joms Hovcnros, Melling, Eeq Augis Finch & Johnson, Preston 
Bacoxs, Wit1i4u, Birmingham, Gent Oct 17 James & Barton, Birmingham 
Cass, Geoscs Eowazv, Brighton, Licensed Victualler Aug 13 Verrall & Borlax, 
Diricce, Lewes, Innkeeper Angi5 Hillman, Lewes 
Dirtoce, Kuna, Lewes Aug i5 Hillman, Lewes 
Drsecer, Bicusep Loxier, Evesham, Chemist Sept 1 Byrch & Cox, Evesham 
Doszatoes, Mancaxer, Kensington Angil Donaldson, Bedford row 
Geensnvt, Joux Janes Herer, Regent’spk Aug 23 Saunders & Co, ( 
Guser, Asso, Killington Ang is Woodeock & Co, Bloomsbury 94 
Govemas, Wirss4n, Turvey, Beds, Licensed Vietusller Aug 6 Griffith & Gardiner, Old 


Hanzsosp, vis Tuezess, Hyde Park Aug is Muddimans, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Boars, Tavuss Tresre, Bownem, Cabinet Maker Augi2 Gatey, Windermere 
Lascasren, Wiitism, Shoreditch, Dryalter Aug 2% Spink & Brown, York 
Last, Jous, Tiverton, Eo, Ang® Partridge & Cockram, Tiverton 

Lamrreet, Goetsy Bexensen, Fallowfiddd Ang 13 Cooper & Bons, Manchester 
Mazeusts, Exszazernu, Linea Augi2 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 

* Masrrs, Wistsm Menenssr, & Btephens in Branwell, Draper 
Mavesce, Pesce, Wet Brighton, Boy Dee Zi Drake & Lee, Lewes 
Mocurt, Cuszies Bow srw, Beyeweter, Major General July Z% Nicholl & Co, Strand 
Mrxsst, Aven, Wedbourne crewent Augti Fou & Co, Vicdoria Vinbankment 
Puasvores, Bons Cassis, Torquay, Sylader Aug ts Yates, Southport 

Galtier Augit Jamewm, Gray's inn 


Yoleman st 


July 31 Carlyon & 


Suse, Keser, Leer »; 





Srarer, Toomas, Leeds, Millwright Aug 25 Peckover & Silenine Saute 
Suitnu, Coantes EowarpSetra Sept1 Howes & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Tuomrsoy, Sanau, Pirbright Aug7 Mellersh, Godalming 


Titi, Grorar, Patney, Licensed Victualler Aug 31 Corsellis & Co, Wandsworth 
Vacuevt, Henny Isaac, Norwich, Gent Aug3 Vachell, Cardiff 
Warstey, Jonn Sanson, Marlborough, Grocer Aug 20 Merrimans & Gwillim, Marl- 


oroug 
Woop, Heyry, Lewisham, Esq Aug 13 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 


London Gaz tte.—Tusspay, July 17. 
Baxer, Eten Constance, Highweek Aug 29 Stevens, Queen Victoria st 
Bakes, Saran, Wolstanton Augi10 Shelton & Co, Wolverhampton 
CavanaGu, James, Turnham Green, Shoe Maker April 30 Slater, Finsbury pavement 
Cuatx, Henry Aaron, Taunton, Baker Augi4 Watson, Taunton 
Cuampertain, Rutn, Leicester Augii Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 
Dawsox, Henry, Manchester, Wine Retailer Aug 20 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 
Gattoway, Ricnarp, Pleasington, Cotton Manufacturer Sept 1 Walmsley & Yates, 
urn 


Gueapow, Ex1za Any, Kingston upon Hull Augi6 Holden & Co, Hull 

Go.py, Aryo.p, Kidlington, Gent Aug15 Woodcock & Co, Bloomsbury sq 

Jarvis, Jous, Seacombe, Tailor Augil Hollingsheai, Tunsta'l 

Passcitta, Camberwell Aug 28 Stevens, Queen Vic‘sria st 

Denton & Co, Gray’s inn sq 


Jonnson, 
Josse, Herve Hexen: Anpre, GtGrimsby, Merchant Aug 11 
Kiiyer, Joux, Wakefield Augil Lister & Co, Wakefie'd 
Le Crex, Katuerine Axx, Wimborne Minster July 28 Luff, Wimborne Miaster 

Mer, Asx, Nottingham Sept1 Larken & Co, Newark 

Norris, Bexsamix, Chartham, Farmer Aug7 Furl2y, Canterbury 

Peace, Cuartes, Worksop, Gent Augi7 Wightman & Nicolson, Sheffi-ld 

Puiturrs, Manta, Newport, Mon Sept1 Moxon, Newport 

Piver, Geonce, Plymouth, Farmer July 31 Williem Pi;er, Horrabridge 

Pricuarps, Morris, Llandudno, Builder Aug 21 Birch & Co, Chester 

Rirsox, Witi1am, Hexham, Esq Aug 20 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle on Tyne 
Rozerts, Davip, Uswestry, Bank Secretary Aug 20 Longueville & Co, Oswestry 
Rostxsox, Joun, Frodsham, Chester, Surgeon Auzli Moseley-Williams, Maxchester 
Snearp, Witu1amM, Mirfield, Draper Aug1 Stapleton, Dewsbury 

Sincer, ALyrrep MaxemttiaN WisL.1AM, 105, Cannon st, Hair Dresser Aug 24 Lovet! & 


Co, King William st 
Surtu, Aveustus DeLausey, Gt James st, Solicitor Sept 11 Eldridge, Gt Janes st 
Tucker, Frances, Bath Sept1 Sutcliffes, Heblen Bridge 
Warp, Gitsert, Blyth Augi7 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
London Gazette.—Frivay, July 20. 
Berry, Josern, Bradford Aug 13 Trewavas, Bradford 
Bintey, Hexny, Pendleton, Gent Aug 28 Jephson & Son, Manchester 
Caix, James Eowarp, Brixton, Licensed Victualler Aug 27 Tompkins, ftaple inn 
Campioy, Joux, Melbourne Aug 25 Snape, Derby 
Carey, Axxe Exvizaseru, Herne Bay Aug20 Furley, Canterbury 
Covisox, Micuar., Wakefield, Gent Sept1 Wainwright & Co, Wakefield 


Currey, Mary Axx, Welling, Kent, Licensed Victualler Aug 9 Howard & Shelton, 
Moo: rgate 

EpwarDEs, _ Exgwxest Viviay, Adelaide, Journalist Sept1 Wilkins & Co, Gresham 
House 


Griaspnoox, Tuomas, Swansea, Colliery Proprietor Aug 31 Collias & Woods, Swansea 
Grasien, Witi1aM Ricuarp, Hastings Aug 29 F & A Haines, Bloomsbury sq 

Gossitt, Faaxces, Ipswich Aug18 Wood, Woodbridge 

Geeenz, Harniet Exriot, Eastbourne Sept1 Hunters & Haynes, Lincoln’s inn 
Gaizsspaver, Cunistora Gzonc, Leadenhall st Sept1 Clarke & Co, Gresham house 
Haxewiit, Faaxces Many, Invernesster Sept 21 Simpson & Cullingford, Gracechurch 
esonmn dediil Sonrraty, Folkestone Oct1 Pritchard & Co, Painters’ Hall 

Jamizsox, Joux Doxatpsox, South Kensington Aug20 Smith, Reigate 

Jerrcoat, Hexny, Ballsall, Warwick Augil Gem & Co, Birmingham 


Farpenicx Cuantes, Idol lane, Wine Merchant Aug 15 Clutton, White- 


Jounsox, 
ball pl 

Keszaty, Janes, Gt Marlow, Steward Aug20 Leggatt & Co, Gray's inn 

Ksicut, Samvzn Rarcurez, Freshfield, Lancaster, Bachelor of Arts Aug 18 Read, 
Liverpool 


Lion, Evizanera, Tranmere,Grocer Aug13 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 


| Lusp, Tuomas, Birkenhead, Contractor Aug13 Newman & Kent, Liverpool 


} Morrer., Marcaner, Hampton Aug 24 





Walker & Co, Theobald’s rd 

Moss, Wittiam, Swanscombe, Kent Aug 31 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 

Mort, Joux Cuatwis, Birchiields Aug 25 Gem & Co, Birmingham 

Ootaxver, Dame Louisa, Nunwell,I W Aug 24 Fardell, Ryde 

Peaxce, Cuanies Rooxe, Plymouth, Doctor Sept 3 Prance & Prance, 

Rewxixeox, Tuonas Cusistrornen, Ramsgate, Gent Sept 21 Bimpson & Cullingford, 
Gracechurch st 

Bacusevny, Georce Avoustus, Westbury, Salop, Rector Aug 31 

Sauvet, Daviv, Mile End, Monumental Mason Sept 1 Styer, Threadneedle st 

Suzewts, Jons, Ladworth, Salesman Aug 1 Smith, Hyde 

Suonren, Exizaneru, West Dulwich Sept 1 Phillips & Cheesman, Hasting» 

Suant, Gronor, Cainden Town, Gent Aug 2 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Surrn, Cuaiwrine, Radipole, Dorset Aug ill Andrews & Co, Dorchester 

Sricen, Susanna, Dover Bept2i1 Lewis & Pain, Dover 

Sesenge, eae Bates, Plymouth, Major Aug 25 Upton & Britton, Lincoln's inn 


Ply.nouth 


Balt & Bons, Shrews- 


Teseitr, foruia Manoanauta, Surbiton Aug %4 Gillman, High Holborn 
Wests, Jaucs, Peterborough, Cooper Aug il Percival & Bon, Peterborough 


Watont, Axwa Many, Margate Sept 1 Clarke & Co, Gresham house 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fatvar, July 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bares, James, Kettering, Veterinary Surgeon North- 
ampton Pet July 14 Soa July 14 

Bryant, Groror ~ Kingswood, Baker Bristol Pet 
July 16 Ord July 

Burt, Arruur, and " dotece Ness, B be, Plumb 
Poole Pet June26 Ord July 16 

Carver, Myer, Leeds, Pawnbroker Leeds Pet July 16 
Ord July 17 

ieee Ciaup Hammonp, and Harry Courtin Coorer, 
Walsall, Licensed Victuallers Walsall Pet July 14 





Ord July 14 

Coorer, Wit11am, Stoke upon Trent, Brick ace 
Stoke upon Treat Pet July 18 Ord July 

Crastree, Epwix, Southport, Cotton Waste * Merchant 
Liverpool Pet June 29 P ord July 18 

Dart, ed arp Henry, Brixton, Carpenter High Court 
Pet July 16 

Dawe, Henny, Ferndale, Glam, Boot Manufacturer Ponty- 
pridd Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Darx, Tuomas, Cross as Grocer Newport, Mon Pet 
July 18 Ord a 

Davis, Henry, Chelsea, House Furnisher High Court 
Pet July 16 

Esratt, Berroa Es.ey, nnn, Gunsmith Hereford 
Pet July 17 Ord July : 

ExvswortH, Maria, Leche, \\tilliner Leeds Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 

Evans, ~ am Bedford row, Plumber High Court Pet 
Jun 

oem _ Oldham, _ Provision Dealer Oldham Pet 
July16 Ord July 16 

GENT, Faas Nottingham, Dyer Nottingham Pet July 
17 yl 

GovuLp, Henry, Peaae, Physician Manchester Pet 
June 29 Ord J a 

Hawkins, Stepney, itchurch, Grocer Salisbury Pet 
July 14 Ord July 14 

Heatey, Dennis Farne0 K, Clapham, Clerk High Court 
Pet July 17 

Hexsnaw, Georce Bryay, Rock Ferry, Book-keeper 
ng = Pet July 10 Ord July 17 

Hoorrr, Joun, Exmoor, Farmer Barnstaple Pet July 18 


Horcoop, Wiiu1am, Andover, Baker Salisbury Pet July 
14 Ord July 14 

Hunt, Atrrep Jounx, Newport, Brassfounder Newport, 
Mon Pet Pom. 16 Ord July 16 

James, Evan, Swansea, General Dealer Swansea Pet July 
16 Ord July 16 

JonEs paceuees & Co, Newport, Ship Owners Newport, 
Mon Pet July 4 Ord July 16 

Jovzs, Henry Broven, Birkenhead, Cart Owner Birken- 
head Pet July 18 

Lewis, Etvrra, Clydach an Glam, Builder Pontypridd 

Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Lores, Atsert Epwarp, Stourbridge, Professional 
Cricketer Stourbridge Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Lovatr, M A, be 5 pe Grover Wolverhampton 
Pet July 11 Ord ~ 

Lume, Joun, Halifax. 
Pet July 18 Ord July 1k 

Lycetr, ArTHUR CHARLES, W orkington, Draper Cocker- 
mouth Pet July5 Ord July 16 

| Mary, Upper Montague st High Court Pet 

une 19 

Mixton, Gaorce Henry, Hereford, Clothier Hereford 
Pet Julyié Ord July 16 

Panny, Wii1t1am Arvoy, Liverpool, Painter Liverpool 
Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Pgacr, ease, 2 7 Yorks, Grocer Leeds Pet July 
18 O 

Penninaton, 4 Bolton, Saddler Bolton Pet July 
18 Ord July 18 

Pico, James Hayoss, Cambridge, Grocer Cambridge 
Pet July17 Ord July 17 

Poot, Grores, Sheffield, Canvasser Sheffield Pet July 

17 Ord July 17 

Rics, Witi1am, Swansea, Tailor Swansea Pet July 16 
Ord July 16 

Sim, Eowarp Gores, Coleman st, Auctioneer High Court 
Pet Mar 21 


Sura, Peter, Sale, Builder Manchester Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 

Sricen, Herpert, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet 
June 26 


Woollen Manufacturer Halifax 


Tarior, James, Liverpool, Baker Liverpool Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 

Tooze, WILLIAM, Rte, Cabinet Maker Bristol Pet 
July 17 Ora’ July 

Tornan, WitiiaM, Caimbridgs, Labourer Cambridge Pet 
July 18 Ord Jul 


Warwatent, Samu = Wess RY, ~~ mea Bush, Tobao- 
conist High Court Pet June 2 

Watxen, James Rewner, South Shields, Butcher New- 
castleon Tyne Pet July 18 Ord July 18 





Weis, Arice, St Leonard’s on Lodging house 
Keeper Hastings Pet July 17 Ord July 17 | 
Wear G P, Macclesfield, Lieutenant Macolesfield Pet | 
July'2 Ord July 16 
Witxrs, Wittiam, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer Wal- 
sall Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
Witiams, Jauus, Leeds, ,puaatoendar'e Clerk Leeds 
Pet July 14 Ord July 


Woopneap, Aurnep, Bradford, Clerk Wakefield Pot Camm, 2 Jonx, Oldham, 


July 17 Ord July 17 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of July 13 :— 


. Lao Shields, Innkeeper Newcastle 
oe, ay hae Ord July 9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Acrzs, Py net, tr Farmer Augiat2 Off 
a Tuomas Witiiam, Carlisle July 27 at 11 12, 
A Cc Epw. July 27 at 
TKINSON, CAPTAIN aRps, Hammersmith a 
12 bldgs, Carey st 
Baryes, Bearaics, Bury >" Widow July 27 at 2.30 
Becxwits, Janz Axion Racuet, Clacton on Sea, Fancy 
Stationer July 27 at 2.45 "Townball, Colchester 
Bryson, Freprxick, , Milk Vendor July 27 at3 
Off Rec, Bank 
y a Merchant July 27 at ll 
bldgs, Carey st 
Biaxemore, Epwarp soe, ee m7. B ~ pened July 
30at3 Off Rec, 35, st, 
Baeees, Tuomas Caxpier, Walton on the Na ee. Stationer 
8.15 ee Lt moe Deal 


Bernstein, AnTuour, 


Cam? ty ebay , one , Chemist 

mm whole Bd Lang eepiak lane, Newvastle om Tyne 

nr —_ Innkeeper July 27 at 11 

mere Seana ‘oo yer Aug 
Off Rec, 8, Albert Middles! 


,» Boot Dealer July 31 at 
Gunsmith July 27 at 
Baker July 28 at 12.30 
Fort, Wi1u1 , Yorks, Farmer July 27 at 11 
Off Rec, 31 row, 
Gru F (jun), Builder July 31 at 2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, 
Greaves, Epwr, Malvern Link, Butcher July 


me... Wir 


Epsratt, — 
2.30 2, Offa Hereford 
Fisuer, Witi1aM, 
County Court 


31 at 10.30 Off Rec, «, Copsnhoge &. a Geen 
Greener, Josern Fee ete ieaball Chartered 
Accountant July 27 at 2.30 Sener bidgs, 


Carey st 
Ronee ar oe elite eine, Hole Jul: 
at Of Ky, y 
Grocer July 30 at 8 
. Clerk in Holy 
July 27 at 11.30. _ 38, Prinese 
Hey, Frank, Cosven Cometuas eh Sasa ae 
EY Keighley, ——, orsted Spinners 31 
ll Off Ree, Manor row, Bradford 
Horaoop, Wass Andover, Baker July30at1 Off Rec, 


Jouxsox, Witt1am Doww1na, Elvaston, Butler July 27 at 


inten ai, 
Off 


Henperson, —— Ropo: 


3 Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Derby 

Lone, Jaye, Fishmonger Aug 3 at 12 Off 
Ree, Castle st, 

ee, Frank ARTHUR, , Glass Dealer July 
27 at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 


ae ALEXANDER, papeestan, Gent July 30 at 
2. 
Murray, Groros 


Cas tains mm Sr 
Fares, Wim, Toe ’ July 27 at 12.30 


Pamnncron, ire olan Saddler July 30 at3 Off 
aa yd marek Cam! Grocer July 31 at 12 
Off 5, Petty Gury 
nuy, Joun = han Goulawick, Grocer July 27 at 3.30 
Rosinsoyn, WILLIAM Roger, Coal Merchant July 
‘8 


27 at 3.30 st, Manchester 
Searee, Tuomas, Cartisie, Betcher uly Slat3 12, Lons- 


le 
Veen eye Victualler July 27 at 
Mixtox, Groner Y, Clothier July 27 at 3 
2, Offa st, Hereford 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Ancuor, Writiaw Avr Stony 
N Pet July 10 Ord J 
Tomas om carlisle Pet 
Senet wy Ord July 18 
Barts, Henny, Cardiff Pet May 30 Ord July 12 
Barns, Jaw Veterinary Surgeon Northamp- 
pond os Sere - ah. Ord July 14 
Brrcn, Groner Oil Manufacturer 
ham Pet Ju June 2 J tg t 
Cant $e. Leeds, Pa Pet July 16 


Das, Eowaap Heway, Brixton, Carpenter High Court 
Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Dark, Twomas, Cross Keys, Grocer Newport, Mon Pet 
July 18 Ord 18 

Davina, Gronaz, ‘s Gate 
Court Pet 


Evraaut, Barr , Hereford, Gunsmith Hereford 
Pot July Wv me el v7 
E.aworru, Haney Milliner Leeds Pet July 18 
Ord July 18 
Provision Dealer Oldham Pet 


Warr, James Anruvn, Bournemouth, Coal Merchant are Nottingham Pet July 


Poole Pet July 16 Ord July 16 | 


The teowing amended notice is substituted for that pub- | 
n the London Gazette of 28nd May : 


Lassen, Jews Boxtuno Manrinea, Newoastle on 


. =; Newcastle on Tyne Pet f'n Masai Hen, Bours, Parmer Peterborough eteees | 


' a: Pet June ll 
naan Fuaoe Southport Liverpool 





‘Tay i Ord aby nn Salisbury Pet 
17 ond Fale 
mote Rumor, Warmer Barnstaple Pet July 18 
Hi 1L1aM, Andover, Salisbury Pet J 
Tr Ord July 14 canis - 
Host, Atrrep Joy. ee Newport, 


N 
Mon Pet July 16 Ord July 16 
James, ‘Oduye Swansea Pet July 


Jonzs, Hewny iu, Birkenhead, Cart Owner “Birken- 
head Pet July 18, "Ord July 18 
Lister, Huon, Butter Merchant Sheffield Pet 
en Ord July a7 
E 
Ciekater 5 , Segurbidge Pet J ay 3 Ord Ora July 8 
Lovatr, M Wolverhampton 
Pee'yaly 12 ‘Ord July 
Luss, Joux, Py ‘collen Manufacturer Halifax 
Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
Lvtox tings uat Bristol Pet July9 Ord 


, Hereford, Clothier Hereford 
Pet July 16° "ond July 16 


Murray, Gzorncz Wrxpuax, Gloucester crescent, Surgeon 
Court Pet June 21 Ord July 16 
Osiows, WiLL Grocer Bedford 


Coe, , Atrrep, Tuflley, Accountant Gloucester 
Pet April 30° Ord July 16 
ee Say 38 Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet July 18 Ord 


——. Essex, Farmer Chelmsford 
veel June it 


Ord July 1 Grorcs Pesniam, Sidcup High Court Pet 
June 7 Ord July 16 
tuaey, Posen, Gel, Buiter Manchester PetJuly18 Ord 
aa =, Kensal Green High Court Pet June 20 
uly 14 


Bristol, Cabinet Maker [Bristol Pet 
weguly it Ona Olga gi 
ay 18 ae : 


Te WT. Button Agent High Court 
Pet June 30 Ord J 


Weruts, Atice, AN oat vale oe 
K y — ot, ir a tk 


eeper 
ber we SE 
—— he July 8 sina a Ord 
, Bradford, Clerk, Wakefield Pot J 
wv ea bs = 
The amended it Saag 


notice is 
in the London Gazette of May 22 :— 
Laagee, Sige Beers, ee penne oT 
Cattle Salesman Newcastle on Tyne Pet May 19 
Ord May 19 


The amended notice & eheietet be On oe- 
im the London Gazette of July 13 :— 


Otpmax, Lzox. eee, Sain Neweastle 
on Tyne ¥ ae Ord July 9 
Lendon Gazette.—Tesspary, July 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axypnews, Joux Cunrstiay, Braintree, Tailor Chelmsford 


, Tuomas, Greengrocer 
thallerton Pet July19 Ord July 19 
Leicester Pet July 19 Ord July 19 oe 
Bovutrss, ¥ Leicester Pet 
July 2 Ord 2 
Baaxpatra, Hexsr, Ship Store Dealer Liver- 
pool Pet 6 
Brows, Taomas Sea, Licensed 














— 


Lass, Fu Susasten Bowyer Bowyenr, ‘Pall Mall High 
Pet June 26 Ord July 18 
‘aan Freprrick Urcnurcn, East Dereham, Cabinet 
Maker Norwich Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Martix, Witu1am, Hunton, Farmer Maidstone Pet July 
19 Ord July 19 
Masiiren, Joux, Holm Bank, Lancs, 
une 19 Ord June 19 


May, Witi1am Owes, Nottingham, Boot Finisher Notting- | 


Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Pernericx, Epwarp Avovustvs, 
seer High Court Pet July 18 Ord July 19 

Ress, Wiiu1am, Merthyr Tydfil, Stocking Dealer Merthyr 

fil July 20 Ord July 20 

Rosixsox, Mantua Many Warson, 
Bradford Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Rossiter, Wii.1am, Mansfield, Notts, Miner 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 

Russet, 111M ALuEy, Preston, 

Pet July 12 Ord July 21 
Savicear, Atzeret Grorce, Godolphin rd, Riding Master 
h Court Pet June 30 Ord July 19 
Earlsheaton, Rug Manufacturer 
Pet July 18 Ord July 18 

Smpxty, Rusxrx, Wrelton, Yorks, Innkeeper Scarborough 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Siupsonx, Oswap, _— Cotton Spinner Preston Pet 

uly 12 Ord July 

Surru, —_ Keighley, Hairdresser Bradford Pet July 
20 July 20 

Surrn, Taomas Govrrry, Goswell rd, Linen Draper High 
Court Pet June 28 Ord July 19 

Sr Avsyx, Watter Narietox Mo.eswortn, Pump court, 
Barrister at Law High Court Pet May 29 Ord 
July 19 


a Reigate, Grocer 


Bradford, Widow 


Nottingham 


Cotton Spinner 


Senior, Sauvet, 


Croydon Pet July 20 


Taizpyen, , Cuar.es, Lambeth hill, Commission 
Agent h Court Pet July 18 Ord July 18 
Tvaeyes, Rosert, Settle, Tailor Bradford Pet July 19 
July 19 
Watus, Hexry Arrrve, Edlaston, Innkeeper 
Pet July16 Ord July 16 
Warp, am, eley, Stationer Madeley Pet July 19 
Ord July 19 
Warernsovse, Joux, Oldbury, Tobacconist West Brom- 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of the 20th July :— 


Joses, Hexny Baoven, Birkenhead, Cart Owner 
head Pet July 18 Ord July 18 


jurton on 


Birken- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Brewsrer, Grorcr, Theobald’s rd, Provision Merchant 
July 31at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bayaxr, Gronee, jun, Kingswood, Baker Aug 1at1.15 
Off , Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Bupp, Epwaxp J, Bristol, Merchant Aug 1 at 12 Off 

chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


Crank, Jony, Willenhall, Solicitor July 31 at 10 
Wol 


on 
Coorzz, Cravp Ham™own, and Harry 
Walsall, Licensed Victualler Aug 1 at 11.30 


Off Rec, 


Covretix Cooper, 
Off Rec, 


Motysevx, 
2, Re ail- 


Ceompienoime, Ricuanp James Denis 
Mitcham, Hotel Proprietor Aug 2 at 12.30 
way app, London Bridge 

Crorter, nox, Birstall, Accountant July 
Off Bank chmbrs, Batley 

Daz, Eowanp Hewey, Brixton, Carpenter July 31 at 2.30 

bidgs, Carey st 
uYppercnu, Westminster, Insurance Agent 
~. 12 ptey bldgs, Carey st 

Davis, Hzexer, Fulham rd, House Furnisher Aug 2 at 2.30 

bidgs, Carey st 

Dowxzs, Jons, Birmingham, Brewer Aug 2 at 11 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

E.aworrn, Mania, Leeds, Milliner Aug3atil Off Rec, 

Park Leeds 


2, row, 
Evass, Hzxny, Sutton Coldfield, Leather Worker Aug 1 
atil 2, ore row, Birmingham 
Pessex, Wiii1am Feevenice Cuausrrs Scovex, Maid- 
in Holy Orders Aug 2at 3.15 Off Rec, 
Week at, 


Paosr, Grozce, Oldbury, Shopk 
z, , Shopkeeper Aug 3 at2 23, 
Col Birminy! 


31 at 11.30 


Davies, Joax 
July 31 at 


23, 


row, 
Gary, Jons, ee, Provision Dealer Ang 1 at 3 
idham 


oii too war at, OF 
Dew gem De Ag 4 at 12 Off Ree, 
Gessisa, Samed Haxvise, Seance, Shipowner July 31 
at22@) Off Ree, 21, Alexandra Swansea 
Haut, Eur, Bristol, Ang 1 at 12.0 
Bank chinbrs, 


Off 


St Peter's 


Spinster Off Rec, 
Corn st, Bristol 
Haut, Magy Averaivz, Bristol, Spinster Aug 1 at 1 
Bank , Corn xt, Bristol 
Hester, Dexxis Fares * ae Clerk Aug 1 at 12 


Off 


bldgs, 

Hooree, Joux, Exmoor, A July 
marvon Arms Hotel, Dulverton 
Jozra, Pees Whitley Lower, Tanner July 21 at 3 Off 

Bank chimbre, Hati-y 5 
Justa, gn Wrstsn, Navigation, Draper Ang 2 at 12 
Ret, G, High #, Merthyr Tydfil 
me Haxzr, Hochdale, Grocer July 31 
Bee, Ogden’s chrmbrs, bridge st, Manchester 
eon A. —— (rome Aug Hat 3 Off 


Lous, ~ Woollen Manufacturer Aug 1 

at ii "3 3 Townhall vtrabra, Halifax 

cert, Azruce Cusuces, Workington, Dra Aug 2 at 
2 Conusmercial tad, Ration ri, Workington 


Si at 12.00 Car- 


at 4.00 


Meares, Wittssm, Hanton, Kent, Warmer Ang 2 at 4.15 
Off Lee, Week st, Maidstone 


Farmer Ulverston 


Paternoster row, Book- | 


Dews- | 


| Mazrix, 


_ THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


‘Max, Wiriiam Owen, Nottingham, Boot Finisher ae 1 
atil Off Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Moroay, Cuartzus, Hereford, Baker July 31 at 2.30 2, 

Offa st, Hereford 
Parry, Wittram Arvoy, Liverpool, Painter Aug 1 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Perurricx, Evwarp Avovustus, Paternoster row, Book- 
seller Auglat12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Piexts, James, Bulwell, Notts, Grocer July 31 at 12 Off 
Ree, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 
Rice, Wruitam, Swansea, Tailor Augiati12 Off Rec, 31, 
Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Rirey, Hannan Maria, Dewsbury, Cabinet Maker July 
31 at10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Roserroy, Henry Matruew, Henley on Thames, Chemist 
July 3lat 12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 
avenue 
Rosinson, Ricuarp, Rochdale, July 31 at 
11 Townhall, Rochdale 
Russert, Wiiitam Aes, Preston, Cotton Spinner 
lat 2.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
| Smupson, Oswatp, Preston, Cotton Spinner Aug 1 at 3 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 
Srinton, Georae, Hereford, Shoe Dealer 
Offa st, Hereford 
Tay tor, James, Liverpool, Baker 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Totvemacue, ELeanor Mary, saaian, Widow Augiat 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Tooze, Wit.1aM, Bristol, ( abinet ‘Maker 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Torna, Wriiam, Cambridge, Labourer Augtati2 Off 
Ree, 5, Petty Cury, Cam shiee 
Uswix, Joux, Stockport, Curled Hair Manufacturer 
lat3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Vu ARY, James Pui.ir, Exeter, Builder Aug2ati0 Off 
Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
Wa us, Hexry Anruvur, Edlaston, Innkeeper 
1130 Midland Hotel, Station street, 
Trent 
Warp, Noan, Madeley, 
Court Office, Madeley 
Wourreneap, Witiiam Davin, Bristol, Milk Seller 
at 11.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Wauirte.ey, Mary, Leeds, Brush Manufacturer Aug 1 at 
11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Witxes, Writ1am, Walsall, Harness Manufacturer Aug 1 
atil Off Rec, Walsall 
Witsos, Joun, Uxbridge rd, Jeweller Aug 2at12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 
Wit.iaMs, James, Leeds, Clerk Auglati12 Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 
Ww CODHEAD, ALrrep, Bradford, Clerk July 31 at1l Off 
tec, Bond terrac e, Wakefield 
Woops, Mason H B, Westbourne Park Aug 2 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Axenvunst, Epwarp Tuomas, Hastings, Livery stable 
Keeper Hastings Pet June 30 Ord July 19 

Anprews, Jouy Curist1ay, Braintree, Tailor Chelmsford 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Bensisox, Taomas, Catterick, Yorks, Govnguectr Nor- 
thallerton Pet July13 Ord gy 

BerrincTos, Frepericxk Grorar, oughborough, Baker 
Leicester Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Bowpes, Samvet, Salford, Hay Dealer Salford Pct May 
2 Ord July 21 

Brows, Tuomas Cuanies, Hastings, Licensed Victualler 
Hastings Pet July18 Ord July 18 

3nyawt, Georce, jun, Kingswood, Baker Bristol Pet 

Pet June 18 


Iron Moulder 


Aug 


July 3lat3 2, 


Aug iat 3 Off Ree, 


Auglat3 Off 
Aug 


Aug 8 at 
Burton on 


Stationer Aug 1 at 2 County 


Aug 1 


July 16 Ord July 19 

Bupp, Evwaro J, Bristol, Merchant Bristol 
Ord July 21 

Craomptenotme, Ricuarp James Denis Motynevx, 
am, Hotel Proprietor Croydon Pet July5 Ord 
July 19 

Dawe, Hewny, Ferndale, Boot Manufacturer Pontypridd 
Pet July 17 Ord July 17 

Dez Lacey, Tuomas, Blaenayon, Decorator Tredegar Pet 
July 20 Ord July 20 

Evays, Avyrep, Bedford row, Plumber High Court Pet 
June 20 Ord July 20 

Fowrraxer, Wittiam James, Seven Sisters rd, Cabinet 
Maker High Court Pet July 4 Ord July 18 

Faizpugim, Roperr Cuartes Lovis, Abchurch lane, Mer- 
— Enquiry Agent High Court Pet June 25 Ord 
uly 20 

| Gatewey, Rozert, we ~ E> a Fmd Stockton 
on Tees Pet July 18 Ord July 

Hitt, Ricnanv, West Norwood, rode High Court Pet 
July 15 Ord July 21 

Jacons, Atruep Asura, Southend, Clothier Chelmsford 
Pet July 18 Ord July 16 

Jousstos, James, B ‘ord, Cabinet Maker Bradford 

j Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Lames, Ssmnen, Mate lane High Court Pet May 2% 
Ord July 18 

Lewis, Exvima, Clydach Vale, Glam, Builder Pontypridd 
Pet July 17. Ord July 17 

Mantis, Faepenice Urcuvecn, East Dereham, Cabinet 
Maker Norwich Pet July at yy bs 21 

Witsam, Hunton, Mai 
Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

May, Wiii1am Owes, Nottingham, Boot Finisher Notting- 
ham Pet July 19 Ord July 19 

Putisivs, Feev, Pinner, Stockbroker ®t Albans Pet June 
13 Ord duly 19 

| Rezs, Wititam, Merthyr Tydfil, Stocking Dealer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July@ Ord July @ 

| Rowerrox, Hexny Marruew, ey on Sanaa, Chemist 


Reading Pet June 25 Ord Jul 
int, Builder Bangor 


Roveers, Huon Tuomas, Rhyl, 
Pet Junelé Ord July 21 

hehe at Bradford, Widow 

Bradford Pet July 19 Ord July 19 











Rovinsow, Mantas Many 





July 28, 1894. _ 


‘Rosareas, 1 Witu14m, Mansfield, Notts, Miner Nottingham 
Pet July 20 Ord July 20 4 
Sriver, Solon Eaton terrace, Stock Dealer High Court 
ay = ire ‘ks, Innk: Scarborough 
Siupxiy, Ruston, or! eeper 
Pet July 18 Ord July 


on, > Ross, Jermyn st ™ Court Pet May 28 Ord 





Sr Ausyy, Watrer NaPLeton Moteswortn, Pump 
~ rrister at Law h Court Pet May 29 

J 19 

Seuek, Ropert, —_ Yorks, Tailor Bradford Pet 
July 19 Ord July 19 

Trizpner, Frepericox Casares, Lambeth hill, Co: 
Agent High Court Pet Julyis Ord July 18 

Vicary, James Pau, Exeter, Builder Exeter Pet 
June 27 Ord July 19 

Waker, Artaur Asner, Wimbledon High Cours Pet 
Junel Ord July 19 

Wa «en, Bernarp, Chester, Draper 
12 Ord July 21 

Wa urs, Henry Arrnvur, Edlaston, Derby, Innkeeper 
Burton on Trent Pet July 16 Ord July 16 

Warp, roam, penton, Stationer Madeley Pet July 19 
Ord July 19 

Warernovss, Jonx, Oldb  -paaaaes West Brom- 
wich Pet July 20 

Wirkes, Wiiu1am, Walsall, till Manufacturer Wal- 
sall Pet July 16 July 19 


The hows amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
ished in the London Gazette of the 8rd July :— 


JoEL, pronerc Avevustvus, Newcastle on Tyne, Auctioneer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet June12 Ord June 26 


Chester Pet June 


SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 30.—Mr. Mowracu A. Hipparp (Messrs. J 
Hibbard & Sons), at the Mart, E.C., at 3 0’ 
Stocks (see advertisement, July 21, p. 4). 

July 31.—Messrs. Humpert, Sox, & Fin, at the Mart, 
E.C., at 2 o’clock, Profit Rentals (see advertisement, 
this week, p. 4). 

Aug. 1.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovusrizup, at the Mart, 

E.C., at 2 o’clock, Freehold Building Sites (see adver- 

tisement, July 21, p. 4). 
2.—Messers. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp, at the Mart, 

me C., at 20 clock, Absolute and Contingent Reversions, 

Life Policies, and Shares (see advertisement, this week, 

p- 4). 

Aug. 2.—Messrs. Guaster & Sons, at the Mart, E. C., at oe 

o’clock, a Freehold Property (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 4). 








Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Poste 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
‘6s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

All letters intended for publication im the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 











EDE AND SON, 


ROBE A> MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
the Lord Chancellor, the Wheto of the 


— Fohbgal bench Corporation of Lenten, 
ROBES YOR QUEEN’s COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE LONDON, 
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